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ABSTRACT 
The study investigates children's religious and moral reasoning 
in relation to situations in 1 iterature. Theoretical examination 
includes evaluation of both psychological and Ii terary perspec-
tives on morality and religion. Chapter 1 outlines and evaluates 
the cognitive-developmental approach to moral development as 
developed by Jean Piaget and Lawrence Kohlberg. The validity 
of stage categorization is questioned and it is suggested that 
consideration of types of moral reasoning contributes more than 
the idea of fixed moral stages to the unde~standing of moral 
thought processes. Chapter 2 outlines a 1 iterary perspective 
on religion and examines the emphasis in orientation towards 
religion as expressed by fantasy and moralistic 1 iterature. 
Although I iterature has not been categorically designated 
0 moral istic 1 i terature•, passages which contain moralistic 
emphasis are isolated for discussion. Evaluation of the 
discipline of reader response theory integrates the theoretical 
and practical aspects of the study. 
In Chapters 3 and 4 the responses of children in two age groups 
(6- to 8-year-olds and 11- to 13-year-olds) to selected stories 
are analysed. Thirty-six and twenty-five children/s responses 
were selected respectively for analysis. The younger children 
were interviewed in pairs after a story had been read to them, 
whereas the older children read stories ~hat were given to them 
and answered an open-ended questionnaire before the interviews 
were conducted. There was no fixed schedule of questions used 
during the interviews as questions were generally framed in 
response to the children's responses, but the children were 
encouraged to think evaluatively (e.g. "Why do you think the 
queen did that?") and empathical ly (e.g. "How do you think 
you would've felt in that position? 0 ). 
Responses displayed a variety of reasoning in both groups, 
ranging from egocentric reasoning to fairly advanced 
understanding of concepts I ike forgiveness and sacrifice. 
ii 
Chapter 5 out l i nes cone l us ions and imp 1 i cations for future 
research. Contrary to the expectation that children would react 
in a negative way to moralistic or overtly religious 1 iterature, 
the respondents tended to ignore rather than reJect certain 
emphases, but when ignoring such passages did not condemn the 
story as a whole. An expectation which was confirmed was that 
fantasy 1 iterature in which values are subtly expressed has 
greater potential for stimulating moral reasoning than overtly 
moralistic 1 iterature, because the latter tends to confine 
rather than extend moral thinking. Generally adult psychologists 
and 1 iterary critics tend to attribute greater influence to 
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INTRODUCTION 
This study was begun with the intention of investigating the 
various ways in which religious and moral values are expressed in 
children's I iterature and how these values are experienced by 
children. The investigation is not confined to overtly 
"religious• books for children, but examines the treatment of 
religious concepts in a wider context with particular emphasis on 
the treatment of good and evil. 
As much of the literature re 1 at i ng to chi 1 dren' s 1 i terature is 
written from an adult orientation it 11Jas decided to include 
analysis of children's responses to selected stories in order to 
test adult perceptions of how children are en•Jisaged to respond 
to I iterature against children's actual responses. What this 
study aims to in•Jestigate is the immediate response of children 
to a story and the possible effect the story may have in terms of 
stimulating moral or religious thinking. Horal development is 
therefore discussed in detail with particular reference to the 
theories of moral development of Piaget and Kohlberg. Different 
types of moral reasoning and factors affecting people's percep-
tion of mora I i ty are examined in order to pro•J i de a genera I 
perspective on moral development. 
Although criticism of the I iterary standard of selected stories 
is kept to a minimum <and is included only when the moral content 
is thought to affect 1 iterary worth), a I iterary approaih fo the 
interrelationship of 1 i terature and religion is outlined. The 
study examines the relationship between moral purpose and its 
integration in the 1 iterary work and therefore a distinction is 
made between 1 iterature in which the moral or religious values 
emerge naturally from the work and 1 iterature in which these 
values are expressed in a strongly didactic way. 
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A model of 1 iterary understanding, which interrelates the compo-
nents of writer, text, audience and reader, introduces the 
concept of reader response theory and provides a 1 ink between the 
theoretical and the practical aspects of the study, 
Analysis of the selected stories includes examination of the 
range of concepts to which the child is exposed in each story, 
Good and evil are the central concepts examined, but related 
concepts (e.g. love, forgiveness, betrayal) and moral attitudes 
(towards theft, for example) are considered as well. The extent 
to which the concepts are explored depends on the way in which 
they are expressed in the story and on the level of under-
standing of each child. As the concepts and moral values are 
essentially adult-deter~ined, it is not suggested that the 
readers will be aware of every value or that they need to be 
aware of the values in order to appreciate the story. 
Brief outline of methodology 
I have selected two age groups for investigation, 6- to 8-year-
olds and 11- to 13-year-olds. This study is restricted to these 
two age groups as children at these ages should have reached 
particularly interesting points of development which should 
result in a wide cross-section of moral thought processes. 
Because of restrictions placed on research conducted at Cape 
Education Department schools ("Questions to responders on 
contentious matters such as, inter al ia, parents, 
the parental home, religious denomination, and morals 
1 
are normally not allowed." ), my respondents were primarily 
3 
private school scholars. Obviously no attempt at a random sample 
could be made, but as the study is of the investigative case 
study type this was not considered a problem. The private school 
population provided an interesting study group in that it was 
multi-racial and respondents could generally be assumed to be 
products of upper socio-economic backgrounds. Therefore, although 
not all respondents attended private schools (some were 
interviewed independently of schools), the respondents in this 
study are representatives of these age groups, but they cannot be 
considered to be generally representative of all South African 
children. 
It must be stressed that this is not an empiri,cal study and 
therefore no attempt has been made to introduce experimental 
procedures. For the same reasons as Kohlberg, who in spite of 
extensive knm~ledge of orthodox experimental techniques has 
2 
chosen to reject them as inappropriate, I have elected to use 
a non-empirical approach. Interpretation of responses made 
during in-depth interviews refers to the val tdity of individual 
response, and the variety of responses obtained from the small 
number of respondents indicates that attempts to draw statistical 
conclusions would be meaningless and would detract from the value 
of the study. 
Procedure: ages 6 to 8 
Six stories were read to groups of children of this age group and 
a total of 36 children's responses were selected for analysis. 
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Interviews were conducted in pairs. Before each interview began 
it was made clear to the children that there were no right or 
wrong answers to the questions as their own opinions were 
important. They were encouraged not to echo each other's view-
points, but to think carefully and express their own ideas. The 
interview schedule was loosely structured and although certain 
standard questions were asked during the course of the interview, 
most questions 11Jere framed in response to the children's 
responses. 
Procedure: ages 11 to 13 
Nine stories were selected for this age group. Children were 
requested to read the books on their own before anstJJer i ng a 
questionnaire. They were told that they would have the 
opportunity of expressing their opinions about the books, and 
were urged to finish reading their allocated books even if they 
disliked the stories. The questionnaire comprised two parts, a 
general question section <which could be applied to every book) 
and a section of specific questions relating to situations in 
each book. (See Appendix.) The questionnaires have been 
structured in an open-ended manner in order to allow as much 
variety in response as possible. Questions which are overtly 
religious in nature or which stress the good/evi I dichotomy have 
not been included as I have tried specifically to guard against 
the possibility of respondents·· discoverin·~ that I am investi-
gating moral and religious reasoning. After completion of the 
questionnaires, fo 11 cx,J-up in ter•J i ews t,Jere conducted in which 
the responses given in the questionnaire~ were used to stimulate 
discussion on moral issues. Again, it was stressed that the 
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children's own opinions were important, and care was taKen to 
avoid questions which might suggest to the children that a 
certain response was expected by the interviewer, and which might 
therefore have prompted them to respond accordingly instead of 
expressing their own opinions. 
It must be stressed that no attempt was made to use the stories 
to teach the children morality as the study is essentially 
investigative and not didactic. The aim is to discover to what 
extent certain types of 1 iterature can stimulate the children 
to evaluate their existing values and to assess the children's 
recognition of these values at different levels. Practical 
implications of the study are outlined in the conclusion. 
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CHAPTER 1 • MORAL DEVELOPMENT 
1 • 1 I ~ITRODUCT I ON 
In this section the idea of moral development is investigated, 
the aim being to examine a broad spectrum of moral reasoning 
which will provide a background against which children's 
responses to moral issues can be understood. The study concen-
trates primarily on the cognitive-developmental approach to 
moral development (the emphasis being on the models of Piaget 
and Kohlberg) as this approach appears to be most suited to the 
nature of my research. In the presentation of appropriate 1 itera-
ture for assessment it is essential to taKe into consideration 
the cognitive ability of the children at certain stages as they 
will need to understand the situations in the 1 iterature in order 
to respond to them adequately. 
Although the cognitive-developmental approach deals with specific 
stages of moral development, it is not my intention to categorize 
children as definitively belonging to a particular stage nor wit 1 
any attempt be made to establish a fixed correlation between age 
and moral stage. As this is not an empirical in-depth study 
of moral development, stage categorization as understood in 
Kohlbergian terms is not essential. The moral stage sequences 
outlined by Piaget and Kohl berg are discussed not for the purpose 
of enabling categor~zation of a child to a particular stage but 
in order to equip the reader/researcher with a working framework 
of moral development. There is a vast distinction between (a) 
stating categorically that because of a certain reponse Child A 
7 
is at Stage X in the process of moral development and (b) stating 
that a certain response is an indication that Child A is using 
reasoning characteristic of Stage X at a particular moment. The 
second approach uses the moral framework to assess the child's 
response without insistence on rigid categorization. 
The study is 1 imited to the investigation of two age groups (6-
to 8-year-olds and 11- to 13-year-olds) as time and space do not 
permit a larger study group. Although the 1 iKel ihood exists that 
children in a certain age-group will exhibit moral reasoning 
characteristic of a particular moral stage, the purpose of the 
study is to discover the diversity of moral reasoning which can 
be elicited from their comprehension of situations in I iterature. 
As the process of development is essentially personal and 
affected by ind i ,., i dua 1 growth, different chi 1 dren w i 11 develop at 
different rates which makes age categorization irrelevant. 
The examination of moral stages promotes att1areness and under-
standing of the range of moral reasoning which children may 
display and for the purposes of this research a broad orientation 
is more essential than accurate categorization, especially as 
research has shown that Kohlberg's rigid categorization is 
problematic (as discussed below). Because of my awareness of the 
1 imitations of the theories of Piaget and Kohlberg, it is not my 
intention to test the theories in this study, but to use their 
insight to pr·ov i de a broad or· i en tat ion from which the idea of the 
integration of moral types will be developed. 
1.2 PIAGET'S THEORY OF MORAL D8JELOPMENT 
Jean Piaget based his theory of moral develo~ment, which he 
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expounded in The Moral Judgement of the Child, on a series 
of interviews conducted with children, covering various top)cs 
ranging from a detailed investigation of the rules of a game of 
marbles to questions on degrees of "naughtiness" in stories 
testing children's assessment of good and bad behaviour. Piaget's 
was the first approach to moral development to suggest a direct 
1 ink with cognitive development and to include the idea of 
qualitatively different stages through which the child must pass 
in order to gain moral maturity. Hebel ieves that moral develop-
ment is dependent on two factors: (i) cognitive development; and 
(ii) social relationships. Wright and Croxen in their assessment 
of the cognitive approach to moral development summarize this 
view as follows: 
He asserts that in simultaneously acting upon the en-
vironment and being acted upon by it, the child actively 
constructs his knowledge of the 1,Jorld. Acting upon 
the world is knowing it; knowing the world is acting upon 
it. Thus in the realm of morality the child neither 
passively receives his moral rules and ideas from others 
nor has any inborn moral sense. Rather he progressively 
constructs his controlling moral ideas through interaction 
\IJ i th others. 2 
Piaget regards change (in both cognitive and moral development) 
as a process of adaptation which occurs by means of two inter-
related processes, assimilation and accommodation. Assimilation 
is the process whereby new ideas or experiences are added to 
existing experience, and accommodation. is the process which 
creates the changes in understanding necessary for the 
interpretation of the new experience. Applebee explains the 
processes by means of the follo•Aling example: 
Consider children .•• hearing a fairy tale. They wil I 
assimilate the story to their past experience of 
similar tales, providing themselves with expectations about 
-
9 
such things as types of characters, patterns of behavior 
and suitable endings. On the other hand, their understanding 
of "fairy tal esu wi 11 be sorne•>Jhat altered and expanded by 
the new characters and actions which they meet in the 
particular tale; these changes are what Piaget means by 
accommodation. 3 
Piaget understands the change from one stage to another· to occur 
in a similar manner. The processes of assimilation and accommo-
dation interact simultaneously until sufficient information has 
been integrated for reasoning to operate at the next stage. 
[Stage transition will be discussed in greater detail when moral 
stages are outl ined.J 
1.2.1 Cognitive stages 
Before the moral stages are discussed a brief outline of Piaget/s 
cognitive stages is useful. The four stages of cognitive develop-
ment are: (i) the period of sensory-motor intelligence; (ii) the • 
per i ad of preopera ti ona 1 thought; ( i i i) the period of concrete 
operations; and (iu) the period of formal operations. (The first 
stage need not concern us as it refers to cognitive development 
from birth to the age of 2 years.) Preoperational thought is pre-
dominantly egocentric as children at this stage are unaware that 
others may draw conclusions different to their own. Concrete 
operational thinking is present once the child is able to 
understand what Piaget cal 1 s concrete operations e.g. centrat ion 
(the abi1 ity to consider more than one aspect of a problem), 
transformation (co-ordination of successive steps in a sequence) 
and reversibility (the ability to make inversions a.nd deduc-
tions). During the last stage, formal operations, the child 
extends logical thinking to include hypothesis building and 
4 
solving problems by more sophisticated methods. 
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Piaget's understanding of the dependence of moral reasoning on 
these cognitive stages is imp! icit - he does not attempt to I ink 
the stages in a formal manner, but it is clear from the 1»ay he 
describes moral development that there is a relationship between 
them. His description of the development of autonomous moral 
reasoning (discussed below) for example, imp! ies that concrete 
operational thinking is a prerequisite for its development. 
1 .2.2 Moral stages 
He isolates four stages of moral development largely based on the 
original stages of development which he identified in the 
children's understanding of the rules of the game of marbles. 
He also makes a distinction between two types of morality evident 
in the deve 1 opmen t of mora I reasoning - he ter·onomous and au tono-
mous morality. 
Morality of adult constraint 






Figure 1, Piaget's moral stages 
Morality of co-operation 
and reciprocity (autonomous 





Figure 1 indicates the division of Piaget's four moral stages 
into the two types of morality. Each stage can be briefly 
explained by means of examples. Children in the egocentric stage 
relate all actions only to themselves. Piaget describes egocen-
trism as •a form of beha•Jiour intermediate bet11Jeen purely 
11 
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individual and socialized behaviour• and explains that a child 
who is learning to play marbles does not consider other players 
or winning as important: 
But though he imitates what he observes, and believes 
in perfect good faith that he is playing 1 ike the others, 
the chi Id thinks of nothing at first but of utilizing 
these new acquisitions for himself. He plays in an 
individ.ual istic manner with material that is social. 
Such is egocentrism. 6 
In the authoritarian stage children have come to recognize the 
importance of submission to external authority. Kay, who 
discusses a variety of moral development theories in his work 
Moral Development, summarizes the essence of this stage as 
follows: "The right thing to do is to obey the order of an adult. 
7 
The wrong thing to do is to assert one's own will.• Punishment 
appears to be a determining factor in distinguishing right from 
wrong. Piaget relates that the reason given by children at this 
stage for not telling I ies is that they are punished for lying. 
When asked whether it would still be naughty to tell 1 ies if they 
8 
were not punished, chi 1 dren ansi ..... er, "No". 
In the reciprocal stage there is a transition from the _idea of 
rules or morality as being absolute to that of behaviour being 
governed by laws decided by mutual consent. Justice becomes an 
important concept which Piaget studies principally by assessing 
children's reactions to the fairness of various punishments. 
Expiatory punishment (in which "there is no relation between the 
content of the guilty act and the nature of its punishment•) is 
contrasted with punishments by reciprocity (in which misdeed and 
punishment are "related both in content and nature, not to speak 
of the proportion Kept between the gravity of the one and the 
12 
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rigour of the other"). Children at this stage of moral reasoning 
have moved awa>' from the idea that the fairest punishment is the 
one that is most severe to an understanding of the appropriate-
ness of the punishment's fitting the crime. Piaget finds a high 
10 
incidence of what he calls "sheer reciprocity" 
<e.g. a child 
who has knocked over a pot of flowers should have his toys 
broken) as opposed to restitutive punishment (the child has to 
replace the obJect) which is more prevalent during the next 
stage. 
Finally, in the stage of equity there is not only recognition of 
the viewpoints of others in general terms but a need for each 
individual to be treated fair·ly. l<ay'·s assessment of this stage 
includes emphasis that reciprocity is still important but the 
difference is that "whereas previously reciprocity was demanded 
by an external law it is now acknowledged as an internal moral 
JI 
imperative." 
From responses to questions on lying Piaget con-
eludes that "truthfulness gradually ceases to be a duty imposed 
by heteronomy and becomes an obJect envisaged as good by an 
12 
autonomous personal conscience." 
Two responses to the question 
why one should not 1 ie illustrate this point. 0 Because if every-
one 1 ies no one would know where they were• and •secause you 
13 
can't trust people any more.• 
Although Piaget identifies 
different stages, he does so within the general context of the 
work, without specifically enumerating different sequ,ntial 
stages, so that for purposes of analysis they need to be 
abstracted from the work as a t1Jhole. He does not col late or 
tabulate the stages nor does he spell out the mechanics of 
moral stage transition. It is assumed by researchers that moral 
stages develop similarly to his cognitive stages - by the 
13 
processes of assimilation and accommodation outlined above. 
Although there are imp! icit breaks between the stages, Piaget 
does not regard the stages as mutually exclusive. A child is 
considered to be at the egocentric stage if the maJority of his 
moral decisions indicate egocentric reasoning although he may, 
have already assimilated and accommodated aspects of reasoning 
from a different stage. It appears that stage transition does 
not occur by sudden Jumps but by gr·adual sequential integration 
and reorientation of new experiences which contribute to a more 
sophisticated type of reasoning. In the transition from hetero-
norny to autonomy Piaget suggests that there is an intermediate 
phase during which the internalization and generalization of 
rules and commands occurs as there is not only a movement 
towards more advanced moral reasoning, but a change in the Kind 
of moral reasoning as well. He illustrates this with reference 
to their research discoveries on lying: 
Then comes an intermediate stage, ~"hich M. Bovet has noted 
with great subtlety; the child no longer merely obeys the 
commands given him by the adult but obeys the rule itself, 
generalized and applied in an original way. We have observed 
this phenomenon in connection with lying. At a given moment 
the chi Id thinks that 1 ies are bad in themselves and that, 
even if they were not punished, one ought not to 1 ie. Here, 
undoubtedly, is a manifestation of intelligence working on 
moral rules as on all other data by generalizing them and 
differentiating be tv,een them. But the autonomy t01JJards 
which we are moving is still only half present: there is 
always a rule that is imposed from outside and does not 
appear as the necessary product of the mind itself. 
How does the child'attain to autonomy proper? We see the 
first signs of it when he discovers that truthfulness is 
necessary to the relations of sympathy and mutual respect. 
Reciprocity seems in this connection to be the determining 
factor of autonomy. For mor·a 1 autonomy appears 1,,hen the 
mind regards as necessary an ideal that is independent of 
a I I ex tern a I pressure. 14 
14 
1 • 3 KOHLBERG·' S THEORY OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT 
Lawrence Kohlberg has adapted and expanded the work of Piaget in 
his contribution to the extension of the cognitive-developmental 
approach to moral development. He has for·mulated a more complex 
model of moral developmental stages which is being tested and 
reviewed continually in long-term research studies. Like Piaget, 
he is more interested in investigating moral reasoning than moral 
behaviour and the follo11.Jing statement indicates his perception 
t-hat moral behaviour does not necessarily imply the operation of 
a high stage of moral reasoning: "Contrary to what we usually 
thinK, it is quite easy to teach conventionally virtuous 
behavior but very difficult to teach true 'knO\JJledge of the 
good' .u As Kohl berg's intention is to propagate moral education, 
much of the emphasis in his research is devoted to investigating 
how moral development can be stimulated. He explains the dynamics 
of his moral developmental theory by stating that people will 
moue to a higher moral stage when they become dissatisfied with 
their present "knowledge of the good 0 , and therefore the moral 
educator should adopt a Socratic role in creating dissatisfaction 
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with moral Knowledge at loi~er stages. 
16 
A brief description of Kohlberg's moral stages is necessary 
for more extensive discussion. He developed a six-stage system 
which operates within a three-level structurt. The three levels 
are the preconventional level, the conventional level and the 
postconventional and principled level. Piaget and Kohl berg's 
IP 
stages are outlined in Table 1. 
The preconi.,en ti ona I I e•Je l comprises Stages 1 and 2. Stage 1 is 
the stage of punishment and obedience, in which doing right means 
15 
obedience to authority, the prime motivation for obedience being 
avoidance of punishment. Stage 2 is the stage of individual 
instrumental purpose and exchange. "Right is serving one's own 
or others' needs and making fair deals in terms of concrete 
exchange.~ A person at this stage is guided by personal satis-
faction but is aware that others have conflicting interests. 
Wright and Croxen describe this stage as "naive egalitarianism 
17 
and orientation to exchange and reciprocity." 










Punishment and obedience 
Individual instrumental purpose 
and exchange 
Conventional Level 
Mu tua 1 in terpersona 1 expectations, 
relationships and conformity 
Social system and conscience 
maintenance 
Postconventional & Principled Level 
Prior rights and.social contract or 
utility 
Universal ethical principles 
The conventional level comprises Stage 3, the stage of mutual 
interpersonal expectations, relationships and conformity, and 
Stage 4, the stage of social system and conscience maintenance. 
At Stage 3 (also described as the "good boy - nice girl" stage) 
1 iving up to others' expectations and gaining their approval for 
"being good" are important. "Reasons for doing right are needing 
to be good in one's own eyes and those of others, caring for 
others, and because if one puts oneself in the other person's 
place one would want good behavior from the self (Golden Rule)." 
At Stage 4 the person's moral actions are motivated by a sense of 
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du1:y towards society and the need to maintain social order. "This 
stage differentiates societal point of viel,i from interpersonal 
agreement or motives. A person at this stage taKes the viewpoint 
of the system, which defines roles and rules. He or she considers 
individual relations in terms of place in the system." 
The postconventional and principled level comprises Stages 5 and 
6. At Stage 5, the stage of prior rights and social contract or 
utility, doing right is "upholding the basic rigti·ts,· 1,,alues, and 
legal contracts of a society, even when they conflict with the 
concrete rules and laws of the group." At this stage the person 
is aware of the conflicting moral and legal points of view and 
finds it difficult to integrate them. Stage 6 is the stage of 
universal ethical principles in which moral judgement is guided 
by universal ethical principles over and above legal considera-
tions. "When latJJS violate these principles, one acts in accord-
ance with the principle." 
To his original six stages he has added two more, Stage O, the 
most basic stage in whi~h the good is conceived of as "what 
want and liKe" and Stage 4 1/2, a transitional stage which 
bridges the gap between the conventional and postconventional 
levels. "At Stage 4 1/2, choice is personal and subJective. 
It is based on emotions, conscience is seen as arbitrary and 
relative as are ideas such as 'duty' and 'morally right'." 
Uni iKe Piaget's stages (which trace development to the age of 
about 12 years when he believed the child to be capable of 
autonomous reasoning), Kohlberg's stages extend to adult moral 
development, but he does not claim that all adults will reach a 
Stage 6 level of moral reasoning. On the contrary he believes 
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that most adults do not proceed further than Stage 4 and many 
fixate at lower stages. (Studies among prisoners, for example, 
have indicated that many of them use Stage 2 moral reasoning.) 
Although cognitive development is a prerequisite for moral 
development it is not the only contributary factor. Kohlberg 
observes that ·~11 morally advanced children are bright but not 
all bright children are morally advanced (or, all intellectually 
dull children are morally retarded but not all bright children 
are morally advanced). Moral maturity requires cognitive maturity 
18 
but it also requires further features of development." 
He stresses that development occurs through interaction (conflict 
which leads to lnternal reorganization) and not through passive 
19 
exposure to higher stages of development. 
I • 4 CRITIQUE AND OVER,J I Et,J 
The importance of Piaget and Kohlberg's theories is that they 
provide a framework for the cognitive-developmental view of 
morality. Although Piaget himself did not continue research on 
moral development, his worK has proved valuable for further 
research. Both Piaget and Kohlberg have been criticized primarily 
on methodological grounds, Piaget because he did not use a fixed 
interview schedule or an adequate sample and Kohlberg because he 
has not pub! ished a detailed schedule of his methbd, though it 
purports to be of a scientific nature. 
1 • 4. 1 Pi age t 
Piaget appear·s to ha•.ie been ai,,rare of the problems and limitations 
of his type of investigation. He states that "you cannot make a 
18 
child act in a laboratory in order to dissect his moral conduct. 
A moral problem presented to the child is far further removed 
from his moral practice than is an intellectual problem from 
20 
his logical practice." A further difficulty in assessment by 
questioning is that the child's verbal thought may not accurately 
reflect his moral behaviour and in evaluating not his 011m actions 
but those of a child in a story told to him his responses become 
21 
"verbal to the second degree." (His response to his ovm be-
haviour is already distanced from his thinking by verbalization, 
but when the response refers to another's action it is removed by 
a further step.) It seems logical to suppose that it is precisely 
because Piaget was aware of these 1 imitations that he chose not 
to use a fixed interview schedule as an open-ended schedule would 
be more likely to provide greater variety in the children's 
answers, thereby increasing the scope of his analysis. 
Research studies have shown both support for and refutation of 
22 
Piaget's hypotheses, as well as mouing beyond the 1 imits he set 
to investigate moral development in adolescents and adults. Kay's 
review of four studies on adolescents indicates that Piaget's 
general conclusions can be applied to adolescents with some 
qualifications, and he concludes, "children and adolescents make 
moral Judgements based firstly on authority, then on considera-
23 
tions of equality and finally by the principle of equit:,." 
It appears, therefore, that Piaget's work should be regarded 
essentially as a pilot study which presented some valuable ideas 
for further research. 
1.4.2 Kohlberg's methodology 
Whereas Piaget's work can be regarded in a pioneering 1 ight, 
19 
Kohlberg/s research is an ongoing process involving long-term 
folloi,J-up studies. Wright and Croxen make the point that, unlike 
Piaget, Kohlberg has extensive Knowledge of the orthodox experi-
mental tradition in psychology, but has elected to use the 
cognitive-developmental approach because he is aware of the 
inadequacies of the experimental tradition in the field of moral 
development. "It is his thesis that the cognitive-developmental 
perspective alone permits a satisfactory conceptual inte-
gr·ation of such phenomena as resistance to temptation, guilt, 
24 
altruism, moral thinking and decision-making." It is unfortu-
nate that no detailed schedule of his method has been pub! ished -
his (unpublished) doctoral dissertation was the primary source 
for his original derivation of the moral stages. For the 
determination of their moral stages subjects are rated on their 
responses to a number of mora 1 di 1 emmas (i,Jh i ch ha1,1e been 
published), but the. fact that the assessment scale is unavailable 
discourages independent research - researchers wishing to make 
use of his methods have to receive persona 1 instruction from 
him. Wright and Croxen have the suspicion that "intuitive 
25 
feeling" plays a 1 arge p.ar t in the assessment l•Jh i ch adm i t tedl y 
makes evaluation of Kohlberg/s research more difficult, but if 
intuition is employed because it is considered appropriate to 
this type of research, it should not be disregarded merely 
because it cannot be evaluated simply. It is accepted that 
intuition can play a vital role in the developmental stages of 
theory-bui I ding as long as a point is reached when intuitive 
judgements can be formulated in a way that enables some form of 
measurabil ity, Where Kohl berg should be taken to task, there-
fore, is on the lack of clear guidelines of measuremen~ for 
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fixed stages and not because of his use of intuition. Although 
various definitions of intuition have been formulated, if 
Kohlberg's use of intuition is viewed as inferential thinking, 
then it fits the definition of intuition as •a special case of 
inference which utilizes cues and associations not ordinarily 
used" and, as is pointed out, this view has "a long and respec-
26 
table history, a history which is relatively unrecognized." 
1.4.3 Application of Kohl berg's theory to moral reasoning and 
moral action 
Whereas some criticism of Kohlberg is directed at his unspecified 
methodology, others criticize the rigidity of some of his claims . 
. Hebel ieues that in order to reach a certain stage of development 
the person must have moved through all the preceding stages <e.g. 
one cannot skip Stage 3 and move directly from Stage 2 to Stage 
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4), but has been unable to prove this. A further problem is 
that although the model all01.~s for the fact that not all persons 
develop to the highest stages, in a cross-cultural study of 
sub,iects fr·om America, Tail~an, Mexico, Turkey and Yucatan only 1% 
of Taiwanese subjects displayed Stage 6 reasoning and none from 
Turkey or Yucatan reached Stage 5. Kohlberg explained this 
absence of Stages 5 and 6 reasoning by stating that the stages 
"do not de•,,elop clear·ly in preliterate village or tribal 
28 
c ommu n i t i e s • • Subsequent research appears to be confined to 
western groups and in a later work Kohlberg asserts that he does 
not claim that his theory is culturally universal (and by 
implication this must mean that not all moral stages are 
29 
universal), but that basic moral principles are universal. 
Cultural differences can therefore be understood to influence not 
21 
only moral behaviour, but also moral thinking. 
Kohlberg's discovery that chi 1 dren are able to comprehend 
reasoning at one stage above their own ( and w i 11 often favour 
the reasoning of the higher stage) but are incapable of moral 
reasoning at two or more stages higher has been accepted by 
30-32 
educators. It certainly appears to be a commonsense assump-
tion that it is useless for educators to attempt to use their 
oi,m stage of reasoning t1Jith children VJho are far below that 
stage because instead of stimulating development to a higher 
stage they will be misunderstood and their reasoning will there-
fore be ineffectiv~. Any parent can vouch for the efficacy of 
"Don··t do that or I'll smack you!" when polite reasoned requests 
hav~ failed. A point that must be highlighted is that it m~ght 
well be easier to arrive at empirical evaluations of moral 
behaviour, but Kohlberg stresses that it is not moral action 
but the moral reasoning behind that action which provides the 
insight into the true morality of the person. He seems to imply, 
however, that a person at a high stage ,:,f moral reasoning should 
act in a manner consistent with that stage of reasoning whereas 
a person at a lower stage may behave in a con•Jentionally moral 
way without any real understanding of the reason for behaving 
that way. Kurtines and Greif quote a study which indicated 
s im i 1 ar behaviour from Stage 2 and Stage 6 ma 1 es, though the 
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reasons for their behaviour were not given. Robert Cofes does 
not identify specific problems in Piaget and Kohlberg's theories, 
but wh i 1 e acl<nowl edging great respect for their theories writes 
of his "perplexity that sometimes slides into pique" as he com-
pares their ideas about moral development with "the thoroughly 




A pertinent example of moral behaviour which does not conform to 
Piaget and Kohlberg's stage theories is the behaviour and reason-
ing of Ruby Bridges, the first. black child to enter a white 
school in New Orleans in 1961. Coles relates how at the age of 6 
she had to face heel< 1 i ng mobs as she 11Jas taken to and from school 
by federal marshals. Her teacher relates the following incident. 
I 1.1Jas standing in the classroom, looking out the v.tindotiJ and 
I saw Rub>' coming down the street with the federal marshals 
on both sides of her. The crovJd was there, shouting, as 
usual. A woman spat at Ruby but missed; Ruby smiled at her. 
A man shook his fist at her; Ruby smiled at him. Then she 
walked up the stairs, and she turned and smiled one more 
time! You know what she told one of the marshals? She told 
him she prays for those people, the ones in that mob, every 
night before she goes to sleep! 35 
Coles does not attempt to cover up his inability to apply his own 
psychoanalytic theories to Ruby and others 1 ike her and acknOI.IJ-
36 
ledges the special nature of their moral deeds. 
courage in continuing to do what she bel ieued was right in the 
sight of God <"The minister said God is watching and He won't 
forget, because He never does. The minister says if I forgive the 
people, and sm i 1 e at them and pray for them, God w i 11 keep a good 
37 
eye on everything and He'll be our protection." ) transcends the 
type of scientific analysis Coles was attempting, and provides 
evidence of the inadequacies of theories to explain all aspects 
of moral behaviour. 
It is essential that researchers should be altJare of the di sere-
pancy between behaviour and reasoning and for this reason it is 
perhaps more important to develop an understanding of the general 
principles of Kohlberg's theory rather than to attempt to create 
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a correlation between research material and a rigid structure. 
The value of Kohl berg's model 1 ies not in its scientific veracity 
but in the fact that it provides a fairly extensive description 
of the range of moral reasoning. It should not be viewed as 
conclusive and comprehensive nor should it be regarded as the 
only true description of moral development. It does provide an 
appropriate framework ,,,,.hich can be used to extend moral thinking. 
1 .5 INTEGPATION OF THE CONCEPT OF MORAL TYPES 
A major problem with 'the cognitive-developmental model is the 
insistence that moral stages develop in an invariant sequence 
which is irreversible. The concept of irreuersibil ity is prob-
lematic because of its concomitant fai Jure to explain adequately 
hOIN and ,,,,.hy shifts in mora 1 reasoning occur. A number of factors 
which contribute to the uti 1 ization of different types of moral 
reasoning by one person at different times and in different 
contexts are discussed below. 
1.5.1 Over-emphasis on intellectual development 
A problem with the cognitive-developmental model arises when too 
much stress is placed on intellectual development. Shifts in 
moral reasoning, especially in the case of what would be 
considered as regression to a lower stage, cannot be explained 
in cognitive terms, as shifts in intellectual development do not 
usually occur and intellectual regression would certainly be 
experienced only under extreme circumstances (e.g. brain damage). 
Intellectual deficiency may well be a factor which may cause 
fixation at a lower stage of moral development, but it cannot 'be 
24 
the cause of regression from a higher to a lower stage nor is it 
the only factor I ikely to arrest moral development. 
1.5.2 Emotional influence 
Emotional factors can play an influential role in the analysis of 
causes of fixation and regression, but emotion is largely ignored 
38 
in the cognitive-developmental model. Emotional disturbance can 
cause irrational behaviour and irrational thinking. Someone who 
would usually behave in a morally mature way may understandably 
react irrationally because of an emotional situation and this 
may result in a temporary regression to a lower level of moral 
reasoning. Emotional factors can be 1 inked to situational aspects 
and personality types which are two other important contributary 
variables which affect moral reasoning. 
1.5.3 Personality 
A greater understanding of the scope of development is achieved 
by recognition of the contribution to moral diversity made by 
personality types, whether the typology is detailed (as in the 
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case of Peck and Havighurst or extremely unsophisticated 
(as in the simple division of personality into the introvert and 
extravert categories). As there will be any number of personality 
differences within a given group there will be a range of re-
sponses representing different types of moral reasoning within 
each moral siage. These responses will be dependent not on the 
cognitive level of development but on the personality type. 
A child conforming to a certain personality typ~ will proceed 
through different moral stages while developing in a manner 
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consistent with his or her own personality. Personality typing 
can also reveal reasons for discrepancies between moral reasoning 
and moral action at higher moral stages. A person of the 
introverted personality type may know what the "right" moral 
action is, but may fail to carry moral knowledge through into 
action because of fear of social embarrassment. 
If it is accepted that it is possible for different types of 
reasoning to co-exist in the same person and to co-exist with 
the development of moral stages then a number of the problems 
associated with Kohl berg's inabi I ity to explain shifting moral 
reasoning will fall away. 
1 .5.4 Contextual influence 
When situational factors are considered, similar explanations as 
to how and why shifts in moral reasoning occur are provided. 
Every moral dilemma should be viewed in terms of its context as 
the context will determine the type of moral reasoning which is 
employed. 
The question of socialization in respect of attitudes is 
discussed by Hartman, a social psychologist, who suggests that 
insufficient attention is given to the mental context which forms 
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at ti tu des. Assessment by means of attitude scores which ignore 
contextual contributions to attitudes iail to explain why those 
attitudes prevail. A parallel can be drawn with regard to moral 
reasoning. Within different contexts <e.g. school, home, work) 
different value systems seem to operate. These value systems are 
dependent on the socialization which occurs in these particular 
contexts and therefore every person can be regarded as being 
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socialized in different ways. This explains why a person in a 
particular situation will exhibit moral behaviour which appears 
to be inappropriate to the majority of his moral actions; for 
example, a child who never tells 1 ies at home may tell 1 ies at 
school because his friends do or because he is afraid of punish-
ment. Similarly someone who would consider shop-1 ifting a serious 
crime 1,11ould not hesitate to tal<e home office stationery for 
personal use. The moral reasoning which motivates these actions 
clearly operates on different levels in different situations 
because a different type of reasoning develops in a particular 
environment. 
Sometimes action which seems inappropriate to the moral maturity 
of the person concerned may be the result of a temporary lapse in 
moral reasoning, but a context-dependent view of the development 
of the types of moral reasoning provides an explanation as to why 
people may consistently behave in what others may consider an 
unacceptable and inappropriate manner. A researcher discovered 
that members of a working-class group regarded honesty in a 
1 imited way-· only in dealings with each other were they 
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scrupulously honest. This moral specificity is a component 
of the total moral make-up which cannot be ignored during the 
assessment of moral response. 
1.5.5 Conclusion 
In conclusion I reiterate the need for synthesis in viewing moral 
growth. Kay/s vie~11 is that II in general outline one may trace 
mora 1 growth through a series of sequent i a 1 , qua 1 i tat i ve I Y 
different stages and also along a 1 ine of grm11th marl<ed by 
27 
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quantifativel:1 increasing stability and complexity." Its 
comp 1 ex i ty, hovJe•Jer, is not fu J 1), exp 1 ored un 1 ess the idea of 
coexistent types of moral reasoning (dependent on the moral 
components of emotion, personality and context) is integrated 
to contribute to a deeper comprehension of the totality that is 
moral development. 
1 .6 THE RELIGIOUS SIGNIFIC.ANCE OF MORAL DEtJELOPHENT 
The question n~N arises whether a relationship exists between 
moral development and religious development, and if it does, to 
what extent one is dependent upon the other. Kohlberg claims to 
have found no important moral differences among Catholics, 
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Protestants, Jews, Buddhists, Moslems and atheists, but he does 
not completely discount religious influence. He sees religious 
development as occurring within a parallel religious structure in 
which religious reasoning follows the same developmental patter·n 
as moral reasoning. He would argue that it is possible to reach a 
high level of morality without being religious and that adherence 
to religion need not necessarily result in a high level of 
morality as religious development could be arrested Just as moral 
development can be. This does not necessarily mean that there is 
no place for Christian morality within this structure. Duska and 
Whelan point out that 0 a Christian perspective provides a content 
for the formal structure that Kohl berg identified. Christianity 
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will provide religious reasons for our moral beliefs." 
Kohl berg has outlined some religious characteristics of parallel 
45 
religious stages in The Philosophy of Moral Development. 
Prior to its publication Duska and Whelan had worked through his 
moral stages to provide an independent Christian perspective on 
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development which includes positive suggestions of ways in which 
the Church can stimulate religious development. They suggest, for 
example, that children who are at the punishment-obedience stage 
should not be presented with a picture of a punishing God. If 
an appeal is made to the next stage of reasoning (11Jhere good is 
what satisfies their own and sometimes others' needs) and a con-
ception of God as a father or saviour who wants them to be happy 
is presented, a more positive picture emerges and they are able 
to begin to conceive of God as someone to befriend, not someone 
46 
to fear. 
Kohl berg's work has stimulated research in specialized areas, 
47 
such as work with problem children, 
48 
and studies on religious 
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mot i •Ja ti on and the forgiveness of sin. It has also stimulated 
interest in the need to work to1Jards the formulation of a 
Christi an mor·a I education mode 1 and created awareness among 
50,51 
Christian educators of inappropriate methods. In a related 
area. of in•Jestigation Fowler has devised a developmental model 
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of stages of faith. These studies are uhfortunately~too 
specific to be of value to my research, but it is interesting to 
note that. they all have a common denominator - they have pro•Jided 
their own content for Kohlberg's formal structure. The importance 
of Kohlberg's theory for the Christian educator seems to be that 
it provides a model from which val id bases can be abstracted and 
built upon by adding Christian values, not excluding them. 
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CHAPTER 2. THE MORAL RESPONSE IN LITERATURE 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
In order to assess the religious and moral response of children 
to certain works works of literature it is necessary to establish 
a theoretical framework of approach in the 1 iterary as well 
as the moral developmental field. This chapter examines the 
relationship between 1 iterature and religion, and includes 
assessment of 1 iterary approaches to the religious element in 
literature as well as a brief outline of Gunn's approach to the 
study of literature and religion. 
Children's responses are sought to moral situations in two broad 
divisions of literature, moralistic and fantasy literature. 
Although none of the books conforms to the definition of a mora-
listic book (in the sense that Mrs Sherwood's The History of 
the Fairchild Family [referred to below] can be called a 
moralistic book), some do contain moralistic passages, and there-
fore possible responses to moral ism are examined together with 
critical evaluation of the moralistic viewpoint. Similarly 
critical viewpoints on fantasy and its theoretical potential to 
stimulate moral reasoning are discussed. 
The possible effects that literature may have on children are 
examined. Because of the emphasis placed on the responses of 
children to selected works in this study, the discipline of 
r~ader response theory is evaluated in terms of its contribution 
to the 1 iterary assessment of children's responses. A model of 
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1 i hrary understanding, that of Purves, is outlined and the 
interrelationship of its components, writer, reader, text 
and audience provides a structure upon which the analysis of 
children's responses (undertaKen in Chapters 3 and 4) is loosely 
based. 
2.2 LITERATURE AND RELIGIO~ 
The relationship between literature and religion is one that has 
t".Jol•Jed fr,:,m the earliest times. ZiolKOlJJsKi posits, "In most 
cultures of the world, religion and literature are still indis-
tinguishab1)1 linked at the moment 11Jhen they emerge from the mists 
of prehistory" and that 0 man has usually consecrated his first 
1 
poetic efforts to the service of his worship." This relationship 
has been progressively weakened by the secularization of modern 
western society and therefore 1 iterature has been "increasingly 
produced by a consciousness ••• no longer christocentric or 
2 
generally religious by disposition.• Religious 1 iterature has 
therefore become merely a component of 1 iterature as religion is 
no longer the primary motivating force behind the expression of 
1 iterature. It is difficult to identify religious 1 iterature as 
a genre, however, because the problem of what constitutes re-
1 igious 1 iterature is created by the fact that the utilization 
of religious themes and motifs is no longer confined to propo-
nents of a particular belief. The religious motif can be viewed 
as a 1 iterary device and can be used to parody and criticize 
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religious belief as 11Jel l as promote fa•Jourable religious 
feeling. 
Gunn makes the point that there is a new emphasis in the study 
of the relationship -between literary expression and religious 
belief, which is an attempt "to reconstitute the discussion 
on the plane of the hermeneutical rather than the apologetic, 
the anthropological rather than the theological, the broadly 
4 
humanistic rather than the narrowly doctrinal." Whereas 
before, the study of the relationship between 1 iterature and 
religion was sharply divided into: (i) 1 iterary critics who 
related religious meanings to aesthetic categories; and Ci i) 
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religious thinkers who tended to subordinate 1 iterature to theo-
logical concerns, Gunn indicates that the new emphasis is an 
attempt on the part of scholars in both 1 iterature and religious 
studies to overcome what he terms a this artificial and crippling 
5 
polarization. 0 Gunn uses Abram's model of the history of 1 ite-
6 
rary criticism which outlines the relationship of the v,ork to 
the universe, the audience and the artist, and he applies Abram's 
delineation of the kinds of critical theories to the study of 
religious elements in 1 iterature. Abram's theories are the mime-
tic (in which the imitation of the universe is stressed), the 
pragmatic (in which the instruction of the audience is stressed), 
the expressive (which concentrates on the author's feelings) and 
the obJective (in which the work is Judged solely by criteria 
intrinsic to its o\Jm mode of being). Gunn's comprehensi•Je review 
of the ways in which critics in the literature and religion field 
conform to these orientations is too extensive for inclusion 
here, but the problems he identifies within each orientation are 
pertinent. 
Briefly stated, the problems are: Ci) obJective (semantic) 
orientation - in discussing the religious elements or motifs of 
a I iterary work, 1 i terature may be turned into a surrogate for 
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philosophy or theology, or religion may be reduced merely to 
the work's dimension of seriousness or depth; Ci i) expressive 
orientation - in stressing the artist's vision the critic may 
inaccurately identify the artist's at,m point of view 11Jith that 
of a character; (iii) pragmatic orientation - literature can be 
expected to perform a redemptive function (formerly religion's 
function al one) and 1 i tera ture can be turned in to a form of 
propaganda; and Ciu) mimetic orientation - in concentrating on 
the specific internal design of each work as a reflection of 
reality, the work may be isolated from the general religious and 
cultural situation it reflects and the effect that the design of 
7 
each worK has on its readers may be ignored. Despite his aware-
ness of these problems, Gunn does not reJect these orientations, 
8 
but suggests that a "principled eclecticism" is necessary, and 
that many of the limitations of the orientations can be overcome 
Mif we complement our several senses of the imitative, the prag-
matic, the expressive, and the semantic character of 1 iterature 
9 
with an appreciation of its hypothetical character as well." 
His inclusion of the hypothetical character of literature ackno11J-
ledges Dorothy van Ghent's idea that the tendency of all great 
l i tera:ture is to take the known, the empirically gi uen in exper i-
10 
ence, and to "push it into the dimension of the unknown," 
and he suggests that this raises the question of whether this 
idea of literature is not intrinsically religious. Once again, 
it is necessary to abbreviate his argument considerably; he 
identifies three concepts which contribute to consideration of 
the idea that every work of I iterature has a spiritual component: 
(i) every work of 1 iterature presupposes belief in a "commitment 
11 
, to •Ji ta 1 poss i bi I i tyft representing a "half-conscious, half-
unconscious faith in a 11 that 1 i es beyond the range of our imme-
12 
diate perception"; (ii) the potential outcomes of imaginati•Je 
situations in 1 iterature must be commensurate 11,ith "our deepest 
sense of ourselvesn for- them to be acceptable to us - tJJe respond 
13 
with the centre of our being; and (iii) in our experience of 
literature there is somethino related to (not identical with) the 
' -
religious experience of reality as ultimate - serious 1 iterature 
is based on what is conceived of as "the ground of experience 
14 
itself• • 
I do not agree that every work of I iterature has a spiritual 
component, but as Gunn continually refers to "great8 or "serious» 
I iterature it appears that he too applies his theory in a I imited 
way although he does not specify its 1 imitations. The value of 
his theory is that it provides an approach to the study of 
religion and 1 iterature which is both 1 iterary and religious. 
In addition, it obviates the need for, and in fact repudiates 
the validity of a definition of "religious 1 iterature". This 
study explores the expression of religious and moral values in 
literature, but the 1 iterature selected is not what might con-
ventionally be regarded as "religious I iteraturea or "moral 
1 iterature 0 • The selected works do have a religious or moral 
component, however, and Gunn's elaboration of the different 
orientations brings into focus the different emphases of two 
broad approaches to 1 iterature relevant to this study, namely 
moral ism and fantasy. 
As a central aim of this study is the assessment of children's 
response to moral situations in 1 iterature, the stories selected 
all deal with morality in some form or another, but are not 
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necessarily moralistic. A number of fantasy stories are included 
because the theme of the struggle be t\>Jeen good and ev i 1 is 
common in fantasy. All the stories can be regarded as examples of 
the pragmatic orientation to a certain degree becausi they are 
instructing the reader by conveying moral values. If, however, 
the writer allows moral purpose to intrude to the extent that it 
overrides other 1 iterary considerations or becomes the sole 
moti•Jation for writing (i.e. if the tJJriter abuses the pragmatic 
orientation), then the writer has gone beyond the sphere of 
morality and the writing can be Judged as moralistic. Whereas the 
pragmatic orientation is present in fantasy, its primary orien-
tation is clearly the hypothetical, with a strong emphasis on the 
expressive orientation (in terms of consideration of the artist's 
•.iision in the creation of a fantasy world), as \IJell. It cannot 
be maintained that fantasy and moral ism are mutually exclusive, 
however, because despite fantasy's primarily hypothetical orien-
tation, it is possible for a fantasy to be moralistic if the 
orientation shifts to the pragmatic. None of the stories in this 
study is definitely categorized as moralistic how~ver, although 
moralistic passages are identified, because the emphasis in the 
study is on the children's responses to the moral situations in 
the literature rather than their ability to identify moral ism. 
Before approaching the question of children's responses a 
broad 1 iterary review of the general understanding of moralistic 
1 i tera ture and fantasy 1 i tera ture is given. The re 1 i g i ous 
emphasis of each approach is outlined, and a speculative 
evaluation of the potential ability of each approach to stimulate 
moral reasoning is made. 
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2. 3 MORAL! STI C LITERATURE 
The terms moral ism and didacticism tend to be used in a peJora-
t i ve sense espec i a 11 y when re 1 a ted to chi 1 dren I s 1 i tera ture as 
it is commonl:r bel ie•Jed that children are more susceptible to 
influence than adults. Didacticism is not inher·ently moralistic, 
but because much didactic writing is overtly moralistic, 
didactic ism and moral ism have come to be regarded synonymously 
by many critics. Outside of the 1 iterary sphere didacticism is 
a morally neutral term, as instruction is a necessary facet of 
I i fe. Instruction through 1 i tera ture, hovJever·, raises the 
problems of moral intention and 1 iterary integrity as discussed 
abo•Je. The des i rab i 1 i ty of chi I dr·en I s 1 earning from I i tera ture 
is not at question because it is assumed that 1 iterature should 
benef i t them in some 11Jay, but 11Jha t they 1 earn and how it is 
taught to them are the controversial issues. The distinction 
between moral ism and morality must be clear. Children's books 
can be thought of as being inherently didactic (in the neutral 
sense>, whether a child learns to laugh or to face adversity, 
but when an author sets out specifically to teach children about 
a certain issue, then the book becomes (in the pe,iorative sense) 
a didactic booK. It is didactic 1 iterature of the overt Kind 
r·ather than didacticism Q.tt _g_ which is criticized. <In 
Gunn's terms overt didacticism would in1Jolve a negative use of 
the pragmatic orientation.) 
The earliest children's writers were cognisant of the influence 
that they wielded and were unabashedly didactic, secure in the 
belief that their worKs would lead children to heaven. Titles 
such as 
Candid Notices; Religious and Moral I Designed to Amuse the 
15 
Mind and Amend the Heart and Token for Children: Being 
an Account of the Conversion, Holy and Exemplary Lives and 
16 
Joyful Deaths of Several Young Children obviate the need for 
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speculation as to the authors' moral intention. Their aim tiJas to 
teach, to warn, to admonish and to guide and they were not 
ashamed to admit it nor afraid to expose children to horr·ific 
incidents in order to terrify them into submission. Fairy tales 
17 
were condemned because they were not true 
18 
or bo~<Jdl er i zed 
because of unsuitable sections, but Mrs Sherwood deemed the 
sight of a rotting corpse dangling from a gibbet to be a suitable 
19 
warning to children in the Fairchild Family. Although the 
scene tiJas removed from later editions, it involved the chi ldren'°s 
being taken by their father to view the rotting corpse which was 
to show them tJJher·e bad temper (which they had di sp I ayed ear 1 i er) 
might lead them. The customary 'Jictorian death-bed scenes, 
intended to shO\IJ the need for· virtuous behaviour as death might 
claim a child at any time, must have seemed quite innocuous by 
comparison. Hov, successful the moralist v,riters were in con•Jeying 
their message can only be surmised although Kohlberg would surely 
categorize their moral reasoning as being at the obedience/punish· 
20 
ment stage and would presumably argJe that behaviour would 
not be long-lasting unless fixation at that stage of reasoning 
occurred. This would certainly not be considered advantageous 
by Kohlberg although it may have been what the writers were 
intending to accomplish. EgoH writes of Mrs Sherwood: 
[She] intended to show chi 1 dren the importance of a rel i-
gi ous education. What emerges is the picture of an adult 
society that is obsessed with religion to the point of 
distortion and with maintaining power over children, 
particularly retaliatory pQt,oJer. It is hardly a society 
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that anY right-minded children would ~~ant to join, and, 
of course, thev eventually did not - not in the religious, 
social or literary sense. 21 
Because moral ism tends to be associated with writers 1 ike Mrs 
Sherwood, it may we 11 be assumed that mora 1 ism in chi 1 dren ··· s 
I iterature is a thing of the past and that modern children's 
literature has outgrown the overtly didactic stage, but this i=-
not the case. Although the theme is often not religious, many 
children's books are still directed at delivering a message 
11.Jhether it is femini·st, conser·vationist or anti-racist. As with 
early didactic writers the sincerity of the writers of new didac-
tic ism and their enthusiasm for their cau=.e are not necessarily 
questionable. In fact, many though not all of the causes espoused 
are admirable ones, but i,Jhen the execution of ideals overrides 
common 1 i terary standards the books are 1 i ttle better than the 
tracts of the nineteenth century. Once again the question is 
whether the messages are received, and then whether they are 
favourably received, by the children at whom they are directed 
and whether they offer the children any lasting values. Many of 
22 
the problems raised are solved rather simplistically so that 
children are in fact presented with a false view of reality in 
which problems occur but are dispensed with fairly rapidly, If 
a problem is handled sensitively by the writer and is wel I 
integrated in the story, the problem situation can prove to 
be a growth e:,:per i ence for the characters without necessar i I Y 
forming the central theme of the story, The reader can appre-
ciate the problem and its imp! ications in context without having 
to endure a "problem novel". Unfortunately the problem situation 
is not confined to adolescents - the Golden Learn about Living 
23 
Seri es deals with subJects I ike divorce, death and sexual abuse 
:38 
in a picture book format! 
T~Jo •Jiews which do not fa•Jour the new dida,:ticism are those of 
Hunt and Fox. Hunt writes: 
Children's reading lists now include categories on di•Jorce, 
physical handicaps, old age and death, minority problems, 
poverty, inner city life, ecology, war, magic and astrology, 
and others. In some cases it is not the subject I disagree 
with so much as the way the subJect is handled. These are 
books with a message, often with inconsequential plots and 
characters, thinly disguised "moral isms• which editors have 
so disdained in a more puritanical age. Except that the 
booKs in question are hardly puritanical. Their "moral isms" 
derive from the contemporary emphasis that we must all be 
understanding and non-condemning. In doing this, I bel ieue 
they demean human patent i a 1 • 24 
She adds, "A good bo6K is not problem-centred; it is people-
centred. It reveals how to be a human being and what the 
25 
possibilities of life are; it offers hope." 
Fox tells of a book rejected for television adaption because 
although it was of "superior" quality it was not a crisis story 
dealing with "diabetics, suicides, teenage pregnancies, etc." 
She states, "The 'etc.' speaks powerfully of the way in which the 
most profound and painful difficulties of living have become 
trivialized" and adds, "The implicit instructions of contemporary 
'realistic' books may vary from those of 1810, but they have the 
same sequel: they smother speculation, they stifle uncertainty, 
26 
they strangle imagination." 
Moralistic writers tend to underestimate the ability of the 
children for whom they ar~ writing to sense that they are being 
lectured, ind they insult their intelligence by offering them a 
plot which is "only a thin disguise for dumping the Christian 
27 
message" or any other message. Children may skip the moralizing 
3'? 
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sections, and thereby neu tra I i ze the author-' s influence, but 
Lukens posits that moralistic literature can have a detrimental 
effect. 
[SJugar-coating a moral by surrounding it with a shallow 
story deficient in plot, character portrayal, and style does 
injustice to children. They come to a story excited by the 
promise of pleasure only to discover they have been tricked 
into a sermon. The preached-at child may come to re,iect all 
reading and thus to close off the vast discoveries about 
human beings and society available in I iterature. ~ 
2.3.1 The ability of moralistic 1 iterature to stimulate moral 
r·eason i ng 
It appears that moralistic 1 iterature is confined to al imited 
sphere of influence and that by providing a solution or explana-
tion in a definite non-negotiable manner it is uni ikely to 
stimulate moral thinking and, in effect, tends to stifle moral 
questioning. The intention of the moralistic writer must be 
considered, and most often the aim is not to encourage the reader 
to explore the possibi I ities presented by the moral situation, 
but to provide the reader with a moral blueprint for behaviour 
and to present the reader with the correct reasons justifying 
that mode of behaviour. The reader is therefore encouraged to 
accept rather than employ reasoning. In the religious sphere the 
child is told or shown what to believe rather than encouraged 
to develop his or her own belief by disco•.Jering spiritual truths. 
Unwittingly this may contribute to the development of religious 
doubt because if a chi Id accepts a religious viewpoint without 
reasoning about it, reasoning at a later stage may result in the 
rejection of that viewpoint, and because of the disillusionment 
accompanying the rejection the child may not only reject that 
particular religious viewpoint but all religious conceptions. 
40 
~Jhen moralistic 1 iterature is rejected by the reader, two results 
may occur. If the reader totally opposes the writer's viewpoint, 
he or she may adopt behaviour opposite to that propagated by the 
writer. If the moralistic writing is merely ignored, it has no 
effect on the r·eader. If moralistic ~~riting is successful (.i.e. 
in the writer's view) it may provide a pattern of thought for a 
particular moral situation, but it is limited by its specificity 
30 
and will not lead to "true Knowledge of the good" because it 
does not encourage active participation in moral reasoning but 
advocates passive acceptance of the correct moral behaviour. 
These speculative theoretical deductions are investigated further 
during the interviews. 
2.4 FANTASY 
Because the fantasy genre encompasses such a broad spectrum of 
writing it is difficult to attempt to compile a concise defini-
tion. Egoff claims that "[m]odern fantasy in its totality is the 
31 
richest and most varied of all the genres." It is possible to 
I ist a number of components characteristic of fantasy, but this 
will not necessarily depict the essence of fantasy. Numerous 
authors' attempts to analyse fantasy could be examined, but once 
again this would not necessarily define it. Tolkien's comment 
referring to the realm of Faerie appears to be pertinent to 
fantasy as well: "It has many ingredienls, but analysis will not 
32 
necessarily discover the secret of the whole." Perhaps the best 
solution is not to maKe any pretence at devising a comprehensive 
definition but to concentrate on aspects of fantasy which are 
relevant to the stories chosen for this study. 
• 
Essentially fantasy inuolues a world view which is magic in 
33 
orientation. Because of this action of magic fantasy can be 
regarded as being otherworldly although the degree of other-
l,Jorldl iness differs. Tolkien introduces the concept of man as 
34 
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a sub-creator creating a secondary world. Fantasy 1 i teratur·e 
is dependent on the establishment of some for·m of secondary w,:,rld 
for its existence, but the structure of the secondary world need 
not necessarily be as complett?ly otherwor·ldly as Tolkien's 
Middle-earth. It can be the Nonce upon a timen world of the fairy 
tale, another world in the sense of a new world, a totally Other 
World or this world caught up in another time. The Other World 
can impinge on the real vmrld and some lJ.Jr·iters feel that fantasy 
which makes the transition from the real world to the Other World 
(and back) is most effective. Zahorski and Boyer quote Lord Dun-
sany·'s "frontier of twilight" which separates the primary from 
35 
the secondary world, Langton mentions the puncturing of the 
36 
cloth that separates the real and fantasy worlds and Hoffe 1 d 
writes of the appeal of the •sense of boundary" where the two 
worlds meet. "The fantasies work because they are bound by what 
is recognizably reality, because the greenwood ends and the 
cities begin, because there is a wall around the garden and the 
37 
dreamer 1 ies dreaming on the cold ground outside." 
It is important to recognize that although magic removes fanta:sy 
from the real world, fantasy and reality (although opposites) 
are not mutually exclusive because the best fantasy succeeds as 
I iterature because of its relationship to reality. Two views 
which support this idea are those of Zanger and Egoff: 
Fantasy always exists in a symbiotic relationship with 
reality and its conventionalized representation, depending 
42 
on it for its existence and at the same time commenting upon 
it, criticizing it, and illuminating it. 38 
Fantasy is a 1 iterature of paradox. It is the discovery 
of the real within the unreal, the credible within the 
incredible, the believable within the unbelievable. 39 
The fairy-tale world is an example of this. It provides an other-, 
worldly setting in which everyday reality can be reflected. Early 
criticism in IJictor·ian times ,:if fair:>' tales as unsuitable for 
chi 1 dren probably arose pr imar i 1 y because much of -the 1 i tera ture 
~ 1Jnsui table as it had never been intended for the enter-
tainment of children. E1Jen bowdlerized versions were deprecated, 
however, because it was felt that children should not be misled 
by stories that were not true - their 1 iterature ought to prepare 
them for the harsh realities of 1 ife. What the Victorian moralist 
writers failed to recognize was that the fairy tales contain 
great truths about the nature of man which although they are por-
trayed in otherworldly situations do have relevance for the real 
world, and as will be argued elsewhere, their value 1 ies in the 
self-evident nature of their relevance which need not be didac-
tically spelt out. C.S. Lewis defends fairy tales against the 
charge that they give children a false impression of their world. 
I think what profess to be realistic stories for children 
are far more 1 ikely to deceive them. I never expected the 
real world to be I ike the fairy tales: I think that I did 
expect school to be 1 ike the school stories. The fantasies 
did not deceive me: the school stories did.~ 
The problems related to realism in children/s literature are 
partially dependent on the lack of clarity in our understanding 
of reality, Representation of an aspect of the real world, no 
matter how accurately it is executed, does not portray reality if 
it is meaningless to the reader (cf. Gunn/s idea that 1 iterature 
43 
41 
relates to "our deepest sense of ourselves" ). The reader should 
be able to sense the author's "emotional reality• whether the 
42 
story is a realistic one or a fantasy. There needs to be recog-
nition that "the reality to •Alhich we relate is not necessarily 
a matter of time, place or character, but of the basic needs we 
43 
feel." Reality is concerned with our real selves as well as 
our real world, and fantasy succeeds when it addresses our real 
selves euen though it may be excluding our real world. 
It is this exclusion or transformation of the real world that 
e•JoKes the criticism that fantasy is escapist literatur·e. 
"Escapism" by implication creates the impression that the 1 itera-
ture encourages children not to confront real problems and to 
evade their responsibilities. The defence of fantasy on this 
charge is supported by two arguments which effectively constitute 
the same argument expressed in different ways. The protagonists'· 
understanding of the function of escapism directs their argu-
men ts. If fantasy 1 i tera ture encourages escapism, it is necessar·y 
to find out not only what the reader is encouraged to escape 
from, but also what the reader is escaping to. Some fantasy 
writing can be classified as "pure• escapism because it al lows 
the reader to escape into a world of wish-fulfilment and offers 
nothing on return to the real world. Good fantasy enables the 
reader to return to the real world with something captured or 
assimilated, however unconsciously it may have happened, during 
the "escape". Escape can therefore be regarded as having both a 
negative and a positive function. 
Those who acknowledge that fantasy 1 iterature constitutes escape 
qualify their approval of its escapism by examining the situation 
44 
from which the escape occurs. Tolkien names Escape as one of the 
44 
main functions of fairy stories and reJects the scorn with 
which it is viewed in I iterature. His Escape is a refusal to ac-
Knowledge the trappings of modern technology as being more real 
than nature. "Hot,i r·eal, ha,i startingly alive is a factory chimney 
compared with an elm tree: poor obsolete thing, insubstantial 
45 
dream of an escapist!" Escape is given a positive connotation; 
it is not a flight from reality but a reaffirmation of ideal 
rea I i ty, the war Id as it shou 1 d be. Zanger summarizes the effects 
of the works of fantasy writers who concern themselves with 
soci.;tl reality: 
The creators of high fantasy offered to their readers a 
mundus alter that resolutely denied the most pressing 
and problematical aspects of their real world, but never 
forgot any of them. These denials of reality were rooted 
in an acute sensitivity to that world's failure to provide 
beauty, order, and community. 46 
Not all fantasy of this kind is successful or effective, but 
when it does achieve its aim it legitimates its escapism by its 
critique of the real world and its substitution of a positive 
war 1 d v i e1,o,1. 
The second argument takes the 1 ine of defence that fantasy is not 
escapist because it does not attempt to negate the primary world 
which is left behind but to enhance it by what is gained during 
the temporary soJourn in the secondary world. Lloyd Alexander 
defends fantasy thus: 
It can refresh and delight, certainly; give us a new u1s1on; 
make us weep or laugh. None of these possibilities consti-
tutes escape, or denial of something most of us begin to 
suspect at a rather early age: that being alive in the world 
is a hard piece of business. 47 
45 
The reader is always aware that return to the real world is 
inevitable and often return can be an escape in itself because 
the fantasy world may be more demanding than the real world. 
"For· vJhile the fantasists do have us retreat or escape from the 
ordinary world into a strange /secret garden,/ they force us at 
the same time to confront the / truths/ - truths that ar·e often 
48 
awesome and euen bitter." The "truthsn are not confined to the 
fantasy world though as they are "universal truths•, so once they 
have been "confronted" they can be assimilated by the reader and 
do not dissipate when the reader returns to the real world. The 
implication is that something is gained and not lost by entry 
into the fantasy world and that the reader, rather than escaping 
from a bad primary wor Id, has e"scaped to a better secondary 
world. 
Both the "escape from" and the "escape to• attitudes portray 
a positive function of fantasy, i.e. its ability to reflect 
indirectly on the real world without the presumption of a 
lecture. The fantasy world goes beyond real ism and offers the 
readers an added dimension without making its values obtrusive. 
As the stories unfold implicit truths are presented as an inte-
gral part of the story so that the readers discover them them-
selves, and different readers may discover different things which 
makes them no less valuable or true. Susan Cooper sees the pro-
cess of discovery as an inevitable result of entering a fantasy 
world. 
[W]e/re going out of time, out of space, into the uncon-
scious, that dreamlike world which has in it all the images 
and emotions accumulated since the human race began. We 
aren/t escaping out, we're escaping in, without any idea of 
what we may encounter. Fantasy is the metaphor through which 
we discover ourselves.~ 
46 
Discovery stresses fantasy's creative element in that the readers 
not only participate in the fantasy world which has been created, 
but in a sense recreate it because of their newly discovered 
understanding of what it means to them personally. By discovering 
50 
values they claim them .as their oom, even though they may have 
had no kno~\Jl edge of the s i tua ti ans from which the va 1 ues emerge. 
In fantasy children are able to experience vicariously the equi-
valent of something which does happen in reality but may not ever 
Sl 
happen to them. They may not ever have to face a dragon, but 
they may gain an insight into the courage needed to face a 
murderer even though they may never meet one. 
The last word on escapist literature belongs to Ursula Le G~in. 
"Fake real ism is the escapist 1 i ter·.ature of our time. And prob-
ably the ultimate escapist reading is that masterpiece of total 
52 
unreality, the ,daily Stock Market Report.• 
2.4.1 The abi 1 ity of fantasy to stimulate moral reasoning 
It has been posited that fantasy worlds are related to the real 
world and that fantasy is not an escape from the world but a 
means of presenting a clearer perception of real 1 ife situations. 
Most writers, when they write about fantasy, imply that it has 
a somewhat spiritual function. Egoff writes of fantasists as 
follo1,,,s: 
their basic concern is with the wholesomeness of the human 
soul or, to use a more contemporary term, the integrity of. 
the self, This is the major theme of fantasy, although it 
is played out in many guises and always in a thoroughly 
undidactic manner. 53 
Lloyd Alexander writes of the creation of "numinous moments" in 
47 
1 iterature and claims that such creation "is not an act of will, 
54 
but more an act of faith." Timmerman makes the point that the 
goal of fantasy, "the central point of the genre", is to lead 
the reader to keener self-understanding. 
The artist of v1s1on and fantasy expects us to learn 
something about ourselves by having made a sojourn 
through fan tas:r, to probe our sp i r i tua 1 nature, to grow 
in experience, to resol11e our 1 ives toward new directions. 
If fantasy begins in another world, it is in order to 
reach that mysterious other world of the human soul. 55 
This spiritual emphasis has contributed to the idea that fantasy 
contains a deliberately didactic element. Although Egoff stresses 
that fantasy is undidactic, Timmerman mentions that we are 
expected to learn something. The question arises as to whether 
the author's conscious intention to teach is a prerequisite for 
the reader 1 s learning experience. As the learning process is 
intensely personal, a self-discover:r course as it were, it seems 
logical to assume that the reader can learn without being taught 
as each reader may discover something different. The reader is· 
therefore an active participant in the learning experience and 
does not merely passively accept values which are explicitly 
imposed. The emphasis is on stimulating of ideas of a numinous 
or spiritual nature rather than acceptance of a rigidly defined 
"-
set of spiritual values. 
Molson contends that ethical fantasy <which he defines as 
•contemporary fantasy for older children and young adolescents 
that is explicitly concerned with the existence of good and 
56 
evil and the morality of human behaviour" ) is didactic but 




Because ethical fantasy is didactic does not mean that its 
assumption about good and evil and the importance of ethical 
decision-making in the lives of young people need appear as 
inert propositions, stale maxims and hackneyed morals in-
serted into the plot at supposedly appropriate places. On 
the contrary, these assumptions become grist for the mi 11 
of the imagination and emerge transformed into narrative 
patterns and plot elements, aspects of characterization, 
and even symbols. 58 
Once again the imaginative aspect is stressed. Characters in the 
stories have to make moral decisions but there is no easy moral 
formula for them to follow and the manner in which they confront 
evil is not romanticized. Often they are reluctant to accept 
their roles (e.g. Bilbo in The Hobbit and Meg in 
A Wrinkle in Time - these situations are discussed in detail 
when the stories are analysed in Chapter 4) and the reader is 
able to identify with the realistic portrayal of their reluc-
tance. Those who choose to oppose evil are ordinary characters, 
not paragons of virtue. By presenting the options available to 
the characters and by allowing the reader to assess the conse-
quences of the choices to be made, the author is able to convey 
something of the nature of good and evil without making a 
deliberate statement. The didactic ism, even if intentional, is 
imp I i c i t not exp 1 i c i t • 
It is interesting that fantasy is viewed with suspicion not only 
by those who accuse fantasy writers of presenting a didactic 
religious message, but by religious believers themselves. Three 
negative religious responses to fantasy may be discussed. The 
first is concerned with the fantasy/reality argument as outlined 
above but it is specifically related to religious reality. Quinn 
suggests that fantasy actually harms the imagination because 
it encourages the reader "to distrust if not despise reality." 
49 
He questions the effects of fantasy on theological grounds 
and asks "how are 1.1Je to kno11J the reality of God except through 
59 
the real creation?• Hunt relates an 'incident in which a 
university student averred that he would never tell his child 
abo1Jt Santa Claus beca1Jse the child might conclude when he dis-
covered that Santa Claus was not real that Jesus Christ was not 
real either. Her ten-year-old's response was, "I knew about Santa 
Claus, like I knew about elves and other pretend things. I never 
got him mixed up vJi th the Lord Jesus beca1Jse I could tel 1 from 
the way my parents talked and acted all year long that Jesus was 
60 
true." 
The second response is that fantasy is religiously useless. Law-
head points out that Christians have a problem with pleasure. 
"If a dragon, a goblin or a singing horse can't tell YOIJ how to 
improve your prayer 1 i fe, or sh0t.oJ you hmAJ to \.'Ji tness to your 
61 
neighbour, then it has no use." Apart from its function in 
pro•Jiding relaxation, fantasy has been shown to have a spiritual 
function even though it may not be as concretely related to 
specific Christian actions as some might wish it to be. Gunn 
points out that literatue with a spiritual component cannot be 
supposed to make us any more or less religious, but that it is 
questionable that it would be a good thing if it did. "There is 
some evidence, hovJe•Jer, that I i tera ture can, by quickening our 
sense of possibility and complicating our imagination of good and 
62 
ill, at least help to make us a lttle more human." This contri-
bution to our humanness could well be understood to point to 
1 iterature's usefulness to the Christian. 
The third response takes the form of suspicion bordering on fear. 
50 
Hunt notes a Christian tendency towards inhibition in th·e 
creative field and a fear of "contamination" which causes people 
to be wary of anything that has not been clearly labelled 
63 
Christian. This fear is extended to include the idea that 
64 
fantasy is demonic. Timmerman cites an essa:>' in Dove 
magazine (a publication of Faith Ministries Association in 
Pittsburgh) that denigrated fantasy as "pernicious, false and 
a tool of Satan", and attacked Tolkien although the writer did 
65 
not appear to have iead Tolkien firsthand. This insecurity in 
the face of the hypothetical dimension of fantasy tends to ignore 
and even deny the narrative strength of the gospel story. Tolkien 
writes of the Joy of the happy ending of a fairy tale, of the 
"eucatastrophe", and intimates that the gospels contain "the 
greatest and most complete conceivable eucatastrophe ••• The 
Birth of Christ is the eucatastrophe of Man's history. The 
Resurrection is the eucatastrophe of the story of the Incar-
66 
nation. This story begins and ends in Joy." Failure to recog-
67 
nize the Joy, the "sudden and miraculous grace" of fantasy on 
the part of those who regard fantasy as spiritually suspect 
implies a lack of spirital understanding of the Gospel Story 
i t self. 
Con•Jerse 1 y, some er i ti cs view w i th suspicion any booK which has 
a mythical or spiritual atmosphere as they assume that the 
author is trying to impose a moral viewpoint. Dixon attacks in 
part i cu 1 ar the treatment of ev i I in fantasy. Because there is 
68 
"an evil power or force which is of non-human origin", he sees 
this as an evasion of human responsibility for social conditions 
and c 1 aims that the effect is the same as that of tract 1 i tera-
ture, name 1 y "to di •Jer t peop I e from the here and now and persuade 
51 
them that it's not possible to do anything about the problems of 
69 
the wor 1 d. • He fails to recognize the fact that the characters 
in fantasy do not meekly submit to evil and that by combating 
problems in the fantasy world they address the problems of the 
real world, Zanger stresses the political and social dimension of 
magic in high fantasy beca•Jse fantasy "dramatizes the s•Jccessful 
resistance of heroic individuals to faceless p01A1er, the success-
ful resistance of the fami I iar, personal world to the impersonal 
70 
forces that would alter or destroy it." Holson's is another 
view opposite to that of Dixon. He uses Shea's understanding of 
biblical story to illustrate ethical fantasy's societal function: 
[Ethical fantasy] through its mythl iKe story patterns •.• 
not only sustains its audience's sense of self-worth but 
also demonstrates graphical Jy that it is responsible for 
its actions which may very well affect all society, Like 
the function of myth in biblical story, the story patterns 
of ethical fantasy urge readers to stand up and be counted, 
to choose, and to act. 71 
There is a need to establish the quality of the fantasy writing 
before conclusions can be made about its ability to stimulate 
moral thinking. Obviously, not all fantasy has a spiritual 
element (in spite of its hypothetical orientation) and it is 
debatable whether its spiritual nature should automatically 
qua! ify fantasy as •good" fantasy. Fantasy writing does exist 
which ve~ probably does not stimulate the reader to examine 
situations from a moral viewpoint and which may not require 
evaluation of characters' behaviour or of societal conditions. 
The fantasy stories selected for this study, however, deal with 
the struggle between good and ev i 1 in various ways and therefore 
inevitably involve the characters in a moral choice. Dixon's 
criticism of the treatment of evil in fantasy which implies that 
5 ., ,._ 
moral responsibility is stifled may ~11ell apply to some fantasy 
t1-Jriting, but he directs it at 11Jriters like J.R.R. Tolkien, c.:;, 
72 
Lewis and Madeleine L'Engle who are considered to be "good• 
fantasy writers by many other critics. (Individual criticisms are 
discussed during story analysis in Chapter 4.) He ignores the 
moral responsibility implicit in decision-making. Characters 
choose whether to be on the side of good or evil and although 
almost invariably the choice is made for good the process by 
which decisions are arrived at is personal and individual. The 
reader is not presented with a simplistic formula in which an 
easy choice brings instant happiness. The possibilities of other 
choices are made clear - characters can choose to do nothing or 
to pursue actively the evi I choice - but every choice involves 
moral responsibility as not only the decision-maker is affected 
73 
by the choice. 
These then are the theoretical speculations about the nature of 
fantasy and its functions. It seems reasonable to assume that 
fantasy has a potential ability to stimulate moral reasoning. 
The removal of the reader from the real world to an Other World 
creates sufficient distance to enable the writer to deal with 
moral questions in a non-prescriptive manner. The element of free 
choice further distinguishes morality from moral ism. A moralistic 
choice involves telling the reader why a particular choice should 
be made 11Jhereas a truly moral choice involves the reader's own 
discovery of why a choice should be made. The discovery process 
enables the reader to reason through moral questions and to 
absorb spiritual truths at his or her own pace. Fantasy does not 
74 
appear to require special cognitive ability, and therefore a 
child may read, for example, The Lion, the Witch and the 
53 
Wardrobe several times before making a conscious connection 
between Asian and Jesus Christ. The child may, of course, never 
maKe the connection, but this does not mean that the book has 
been misunderstood. Whatever the child is able to understand 
about Aslan's sacrifice becomes his or her own discovery, and 
whether that discovery is replaced by new ones or not, its 
spiritual validity for the child at that particular level of 
understanding remains unimpaired. The child is therefore not 
forced into accepting spiritual values beyond his or her compre-
hension, but is perhaps encouraged by the hint of their presence 
to discover them later. In conclusion: 
It is by such statements as, "Once upon a time there was 
a dragon" or •1n a hole in the ground there 1 ived a 
hobbit", - it is by such beautiful non-facts that we 
fantastic human beings may arrive, in our peculiar fashion, 
at the truth. 75 
2.5 EFFECTS OF LITERATURE AND READER RESPONSE THEORY 
Although the idea that 1 iterature can and does influence children 
is generally accepted, it is necessary to consider some of the 
ways in which this influence has been assessed. In 1958 David 
Russell stated that 
the effects of reading are an uncharted wasteland in an 
otherwise well-mapped territory. We have discovered many 
facts about eye-movements in reading, reading interests 
and tastes, and methods of reading instruction - but we 
don't Know much about what reading does to people. 76 
Much research has been done since then in an attempt to find out 
•what reading does to people". Studies range from empirical 
77 
evaluation of moral dilerrrnas in children's 1 iterature to an 
78 
in-depth case study of one pupil's response to 1 iterature. 
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Although these studies have certainly filled in the gaps in 
Russell's "map", the choice of direction in terms of methodo-
logy has not been facilitated for the researcher because of the 
uastness of the field of study and the uariety of disciplinary 
approaches. 
The emergence of the discipline of reader response theory 
indicates an attempt on the part of researchers who wish to 
take the role of the read~r seriously to determine a fairly 
cohesive approach to this aspect of literary research. A subtle 
distinction is euident - it is not so much what reading does to 
people that is important but what people do to reading. 
Cooper, in a brief review of research on the response of readers 
to 1 iterature indicates that research in educational and psycho-
logical fields (e.g. that of Russel I) considerably predates the 
interests of literary theorists in reader response theory. Where-
as what he terms a maJor revolution in reading theory was already 
under way in the 1960s, the revolution in 1 iterary theory and 
~ 
criticism did not occur until the early 1970s. Reader response 
theory involves a maJor shift in emphasis from an obJective 
evaluation of the text to the role of the reader in 1 iterary 
criticism. Cooper regards it as more than Just a shift in thee-
retical perspective; he sees it as "a new view of the moral 
w 
values of 1 iterature, a new reason for reading 1 iterature." 
Because children's responses to stories form an important part 
of this study, it is necessary to examine the views of reader 
response theorists to ascertain whether their contributions to 
1 iterary theory can be applied to this research. 
Reader response theories of the most radical type shift the 
emphasis entirely from the text to the reader. Holland quotes 
Bleich's argument that only by analysing what readers find in 
81 
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the text can one come to understand it. Holland's own trans-
active model of response also emphasizes the reader's (or, to use 
his term, the l iterent's) role and stresses that the l iterent 
82 
determines the story by controlling the text. He makes a val id 
point in suggesting that the response is determined by the 
83 
experiences which the reader brings to the text, but the role 
of the text appears to be totally passive as it is transformed 
by the reader into a new experience. Thus the role of the text 
is minimized. 
A theory which seems to be more realistic in its recognition of 
the integrative nature of the components of the 1 iterary process 
is that of Purves. He sees the need for a comprehensive theory of 
response to 1 i terature. 
Such a theory needs to be respective to theories of criti-
cism and of 1 iterature as well as to the practice of readers 
and critics. As we shall see, this theory must account for 
the elements common to the responses of large groups as 
well as for individual differences. It does so primarily by 
taking as its very premise that a large number of readers 
share a response and that at the same time no two responses 
are alike. 84 
85 
Purves uses Fish's idea of communities of readers to explain 
the distinction which he <Purves> makes between meaning and 
significance. •Meaning might be defined as the large 
interpretive comrnuni ty - educated users of the language. 
Significance might be defi"ned as the small_ interpretive 
86 
community. a The constructs of meaning and significance are 
central to his model of 1 iterary understanding and are created 
by the interrelationships of writer, text and reader which 
56 
constitute the model. Figure 2 indicates the relationships. 
( :111\ll"\t: 
I .ircrar\' rnd F\pcricntial 
Figure 2. A model of 1 iterary understanding 
The writer is not excluded because "the writer inhabits a world 
88 
and, in the writing, expresses the experience of it." Purves 
continues, "When people read they seek to ascertain meaning which 
is guided by their belief in the intentionality of the writer 
89 
and they find significance .•• " He points out that meaning is 
shared with other readers and the writer whereas significance is 
personal. He adds another element to this model - the audience 
to whom the response is directed. Figure 3 shows the augmented 
90 
mode I • 
By introducing the idea of audience, what Purves calls "the 
91 
culture of the reader, or the reader/s community", he addresses 
the important aspect of the context in which a response is made. 
<He points out that he might say quite different things about a 
poem to his wife and to a graduate seminar.) When readers are 
bound by a single culture they are able to share significances as 









Figure 3. An augment~d model of 1 i tera.rY understanding 
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The interrelationship of reader, writer, text and audience gives 
a perspective to the analysis of responses to I iterature which 
radical response theorists igriore. Reading is an integrated 
process and therefore response to reading should be viewed inte-
gratively in order to avoid the situation in which the relevant 
shift in emphasis from a narrow and rigid text-orientated 
approach to a reader response orientation, instead of creating a 
more balanced approach, may create an equally narrow and rigid 
discipline. 
The components of writer, text, reader and audience for.m an 
integral part of my approach to analysis of children's responses. 
Because the responses arise from two age-groups (6- to 8-year-
olds and 11- to 13-year-olds) the attention given to each-compo-
nent differs slightly according to group emphasis. The younger 
children, for example, do not ha1Je a conscious understanding of 
the writer of a story because they are not as concerned with who 
( 
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wrote it as they are with the story itself. The writer can be 
understood in terms of "the person who is giuing me this story" 
and therefore meaning can be achieved in that relationship. The 
writer has more relevance for the older group because they are 
beginning to develop the ability to group literature (e.g. "I 
I i~:e school stories" or· "I don't 1 ike adventure stories") and 
in seeking certain types of 1 i.terature they become a~·Jare that 
certain authors write the sort of stories they enJoy. 
The textual component is of obvious importance and relevance to 
this study because each text has been specifically selected in 
order to present certain content matter to the reader (or, in the 
case of the younger group, the 1 istener). The text cannot be 
allocated a passive role because it is the selected stimulus for 
response of a moral nature. The text is not presumed to elicit 
precisely similar responses and therefore its interrelationship 
with the reader is important. 
The reader;s role in interpreting the text is of self-evident 
relevance, and Purves' distinction between meaning and signifi-
cance explains to a certain extent the similarities and differ-
ences in responses. Because much of the analysis deals with 
persona 1 interpretation the responses fa 11 1 arge l y in to the 
significance category. 
The fourth component, audience, is particularly relevant, both 
in the idea of the cultural audience from which the reader comes 
and in its narrower interpretation of the audience (or· context) 
in which the response is delivered. Although Purves refers to a 
cultural audience, it is evident that readers are part of a moral 
audience as well. In its contextual sense, audience is important 
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in this study because every response is made from a child to an 
adu It and however much a chi Id ma:>' be encouraged to give his or 
her 01..in opinion, it will almost inevitably be a different 
response to one which may be made on the playground when the 
audience is the child's peer group. 
Purves's model provides an outline for research in which the 
reader's response can be evaluated in relationship to the con-
cepts which influence that response. Because of the interactive 
nature of these concepts, analysis of response in this study does 
not involve a detailed working through of each component; they 
are dealt with comprehensively in the integral role they play in 
the response ( i • e. responses are not ana I ysed under the headings 
text, writer, reader, audience although discussion includes 
consideration of these concepts). 
Whereas Purves provides a model which outlines components of 
response, Harding suggests three categories of response. These 
are the reader's empathy with the characters, his or her evalua-
tion of the characters' behaviour, and acceptance or rejection 
92 
of the values conveyed by the author. These categories involve 
Purves's components, but give them a personal dimension, and 
therefore questions directed at. respondents are loosely 
structured around these three categories. 
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CHAPTER 3. THE REALM OF FAERIE AND LESSONS WELL LEARNT: 
ANALYSIS OF THE LITERATURE 8( RESPONSES OF THE YOUNGER GROUP 
3 .1 INTRODUCTION 
The following stories were chosen for the 6- to 8-year old group: 
l 
three fairy tales, "The King of Colchester's daughters", Oscar 
2 
Wilde's •The selfish giant" and Hans Christian Andersen's 
3 
"The wild swans"; a story by George MacDonald, "A Scot's 
4 
Christmas story"; the chapter "In which Tigger is unbounced" 
5 
from A. A. Milne's The House at Pooh Corner; and an Enid 
6 
Slyton story, "The forgotten rabbits". 
I 
A 11 the stories dea 1 t,J i th the theme of good versus ev i 1 in th.at 
they relate situations involving interaction between "good" and 
"bad" characters, but they explore the relationship on different 
levels, ranging from a spiritual understanding of suffering and 
sacrifice to the most basic understanding of good and bad 
behaviour and their resultant reward or punishment. The stories 
are analysed individually below, but identification of common 
motifs provides a more coherent picture of their relationship to 
each other. 
In fi~ie of the six stories some Kind of reform of a "bad" 
character is effected < and in the six th the evil is overcome 
although the character who imposed it is ignored, i .e; not 
punished), so that each story in its own way reinforces the 
idea that good behaviour is the ideal and confirms the supremacy 
of good over evil (although some make the point more directly 
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than others). The manner in which reform is effected differs 
widely, In two stories there is a clear intention on the part of 
"good" characters to reform "bad" characters by "teaching them a 
lesson", whereas the other characters reform as a result of (i) 
recognition of the bad effects which their behaviour brings 
about; (il) contact with one (or more) good character(s); or 
(iii) a combination of both. 
Related to the concept of reform is the question of punishment, 
and the mode of reform is seen to affect the role of punishment. 
(Piaget's observations on children's understanding of the 
relationship beh<Jeen punishment and justice are relevant here. and 
are referred to 1 a ter in greater de ta i I • ) l,Jhere reform is not 
consciously practised on a character (i.e. the lesson is learnt 
without having been taught) the question of punishment does not 
arise except in the form of "self-imposed" punishment (i.e. mis-
fortune which is brought about by one's own bad deeds, as in (i) 
above). This is related to what Piaget terms imrnanent justice -
the child's belief that a bad action \!Jill inevitably have an 
unfortunate consequence, e.g. a chi 1 d who stole apples fell into 
a stream 11Jh i I e crossing an old bridge - many young chi 1 dren 
7 
considered this to be a direct result of the apple theft. 
When there is a conscious intention on the part of a character 
to teach another a lesson, however, some form of punishment is 
usually devised even though it may not be personally imposed. 
The relationship of punishment to the child's understanding of 
morality is an important central theme 1,ihich is investigated 
in this age group. 
Other common elements which occur in the selected stories are 
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jealousy displayed to,,.,ards a "good" character by a "bad" one (2 
stories), a journey or quest in order to accomplish good 
(3 stories), and suffering of innocent characters (5 stories) 
which in some cases (3) is essential to the accomplishment 
of good, and in fact amounts to a form of sacrifice. These 
elements are discussed in detai 1 as each story is analysed, 
but awareness of the similarities and differences in the 
par tray a 1 of common themes is i mpor· tan t for the assessment of 
children's responses to the different portrayals. 
I have avoided a blanket categorization of the stories into 
fantasy and moralistic divisions as all the stories effectively 
contain an element of fantasy and, as I have already suggested, 
the categories of fantasy and mora 1 ism are not mu tua 11 y 
exclusive. Moralistic characteristics are therefore discussed 
within the context of each story. The children are encouraged 
to make moral Judgements on two levels. They are asked for their 
opinions about the characters in the story (Who did you 1 ike 
most? What did you dislike? Why?) and are also prompted to 
consider the characters' own reasons for particular behaviour 
in an attempt to evaluate whether they are able to understand or 
relate to the type of moral reasoning displayed by the character 
(Why do you think the wicked queen did that?). They are also 
encouraged to relate the situation to their own experience, 
where appropriate, so that contextual elements come into play. 
Fairy tales were included in this research because they are a 
form of 1 iterature with which mqst children are familiar. 
Although fairy tales originated as adult 1 iterature and have 
been considered specifically suitable for children since the 
8 
eighteenth century only, several researchers have indicated that 
children relate well to fairy tales at approximately 7 years of 
9 
age. The fact that fairy tiles were originally told to adults 
raises the question of meaning. Should fairy tales be told to 
children if they cannot fully comprehend the meaning behind the 
seemingly simple story? The ans1.1Jer from a number of writers on 
the subject is overwhelmingly in the affirmative, primarily 
because of the effect that fairy tales are thought to have on the 
1Jnconsc i ou·;. 
Because children are familiar with the format and style of fairy 
tales they develop certain expectations which, once fulfilled, 
produce an atmosphere of security - even though the situations 
described in the stories may place characters in insecure 
positions, the children are s1Jfficient)), distanced from the 
10 
danger and therefore do not feel threatened. They expect good 
characters to encounter bad characters and they anticipate a 
. 
happy ending in which good will triumph. They therefore catch a 
glimpse of the uncertainties ,:,f I ife, but from a safe distance 
because they do not consciously maKe the connection between the 
story and their own I ives. Their conscious minds follow the story 
11 
while the unconscious is "nourished" by its symbolic meaning. 
Susan Cooper claims that young children are able to respond 
naturally to archetypes and myth in fairy tales because they are 
12 
closer to the unconscious than they will ever be again. The 
question of hatiJ much they understand of the symbolic meaning is 
therefore unimportant as any interpretation of a story, whether 
by adult or child, wil I contain an element of subjectivity. 
Bettelheim states that "each story has meanings on too many 
13 
levels" and therefore different aspects wi I I be relevant to 
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children at different levels of development. George MacDonald 
sees no need to explain meanings to children as they "find what 
14 
they are capable of finding, and more would be too much." 
Bettelheim also warns against didactically telling a child 11Jhat 
a story means. 
Only when discovery of the previously hidden meanings of a 
fairy tale is the child's spontaneous intuitive achievement 
does it attain full significance for him. This discovery 
changes a story from something the child is being given into 
something he partially creates for himself. lS 
This independent discovery is particularly relevant when a 
fairy tale has religious significance. If the meaning is spelt 
out it may then be acknowledged by the child as something to be 
remembered but may never be felt to.be real. Jung postulates that 
an archetypal image is not only a thought pattern but also an 
16 
emotional experience (and therefore an individual experience), 
and so the child should be free to respond emotionally to arche-
types in a story at whatever level he or she is capable of 
responding without having that feeling stifled by being given the 
"right" explanation. Bettelheim stresses the role of good and 
ev i 1 : 
In practically every fairy tale good and evil are given body 
in the form of some figures and their actions, as good and 
e•J i 1 are omnipresent in 1 i fe and the propens i ti es for both 
are present in every man. It is this duality which poses the 
moral problem, and requires the struggle to solve it. 17 
~his struggle between good and evil has contributed to the idea 
18 
that fairy tales have "an altogether religious world view", but 
Higgins points out that this does not mean that fairy tales are 
religious stories but "stories that do possess a distinct rel i-
19 
gious quality." Elaboration of this quality should not be 
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attempted, especiall:1 not to children, as the implicit morality 
of the fairy tale may during the process of explanation be trans-
formed in to exp l i cit mora 1 ism and the mythopoe i c essence of 
the fairy story may be destroyed. It is the discovery of the 
relationship befo.reen good and evil that is important, at 1,,ihatever 
level of understanding the child experiences it, rather than 
recognition of the explanation of the presence of good and evil. 
3.2 THE KING OF COLCHESTER'S DAUGHTERS 
The kind, sweet-natured and beautiful daughter is alienated from 
her father by the devices of her Jealous stepmother and envious, 
ill-natured, ugly stepsister. She decides to go and seek her 
fortune and is given some brrn,m bread, hard cheese and a bottle 
of beer. She meets an old man, shares her provisions with him and 
! 
is given a wand to enable her to pass through a thorny hedge. She 
comes to a well where a golden head pops up and asks to be washe~ 
combed and put on the bank. She does this, and two more heads pop 
up requesting the same thing. They decide to give her the follow-
ing gifts: (i) addition to her beauty, (ii) sweet perfume in body 
and breath; and < i i i) the good for tune to marry a great king. 
She continues her Journey, meets the king who falls in Jove with 
her and is taken back to visit her father. 
The second daughter is most envious and decides that she too will 
seek her fortune. She is given rich foods and a large bottle of 
Malaga Sack, and sets off along the same road taken by her 
sister. She meets the old man, but refuses to share her food and 
is caught by the thorns when she tries to get through the hedge. 
She goes to the well to wash her wounds, but when asked by the 
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heads to wash and comb them, she hits them with her bottle. 
Because of this treatment they give her: Ci) leprosy on her face; 
(ii) an additional stinK to her breath; and (iii) a poor country 
cobbler for a husband. She continues her Journey, but everyone 
runs from her except a cobbler who has medicine to cure her and 
agrees to do so if she will marry him. They return to the court 
where her mother is so enraged at the match that she drops dead, 
and the King gives them a hundred pounds on condition that they 
leave the court. 
The story presents a relatively straightforward treatment of good 
and evil as the relationship is a simple causal one: good be-
hauiour is rewarded with good fortune and bad behaviour results 
in bad fortune. The story links the behaviour of the girls to 
their outward appearance and it is interesting to note whether 
the children regard the connection as tenuous or not. Without 
exception al 1 children agreed that the second princess deserved 










I thought it was right that she got leprosy 
because she was horrible. 
I thought she deserved it because she threw 
the bottle on the man's head. 
And she wouldn't give the man food. 
Was it fair that the second girl had leprosy 
on her face and got smelly breath? 
Yes. 
Why? 
Because she did something nasty. 
She did something bad so she doesn·'· t get a 
reward, she gets a reward of horribleness. 
I think it was right that she got pricked by 
the thorn bush because she was cruel. 
I think it was right that she married an old 
cobbler and it was right that she got the 
leprosy. 
And why do you thinK that it was such a bad 
thing for her to marry a c.obbl er? 
David 
[ n ter•J i ewer 
Robin 







We 11 , it served her right. 
And what was wrong with marrying a cobbler? 
(Pause.) What did she want at first? 
She wanted to get her fortune 1 iKe her sister. 
Why did her sister get good fortune? 
I don,· t KnolJJ. 
What did she do when she met the heads? 
She done what they asked her to and she wasn't 
cruel . 
And she gave the old man food. 
So the first sister married a King but the 
second married a cobbler and you say she 
deserved this. Why? 
She •.• she was cruel and she should find out 
~oJha t 1 i fe is 1 i Ke when you become crue 1 • 
Although the children accept that marrying a cobbler ls a form 
of punishment, they are unable to give reasons as to why it is 
bad, except for a vague understanding that the cobbler is not 
socially acceptable in the queen's 1Jiew. <Dane: I've got a 
feeling she [the queen] didn't actually 1 ike the cobbler, because 
he was just an old man and it Che] mends shoes. Ephesa: She 
wanted her daughter to marry a rich prince.) The portrayal of the 
relationship between beauty and good behaviour and ugliness and 
bad behaviour is one that may be criticized by those who feel 
that these stereotypes may be reinforced in the minds of children. 
Although some children do make a concrete connection between out-
ward appearance and behaviour, there is recognition that outward 





Inter1J i ewer 
Because she's so ugly, she's also so spiteful. 
So do you think she was spiteful because she 
was so ugly? 
Yes. 
Would she be different if she'd been 
beaut i fu 1? 
Yes. 
No. Because she was jealous of her sister. 
It was in her insides so she wouldn't change. 
Her insides were all horrible. 
How do you think she got horrible inside? 
She was probably born I ike that. 
But if she was born 1 iKe that do you think she 





















The story mentions that one sister was pretty 
and the other was ugly - does that make a 
difference? 
Yes. 
So do you think all ugly people behave in a 
bad way? 
Yes. 
Do they always do that? 
Yes. 
But if they can't help being ugly because 
they're born that way, should they be punished 
if they do wrong? 
Yes, because it's not right to steal or be 
nasty. 
Do you think being ugly on the outside makes 
you ugly inside? 
No, there's quite a difference inside and 
outside. 
So you think they could still be good people 
inside even though they're ugly outside? 
Yes. 
Is it easier to be good if you're pretty? 
Yes. 
You should actually be good always even if y6u 
looked ugly. 
Or terrible, you must. 
Do you think if someone is ugly that makes 
her behaviour different? 
No, you can be ugly and still good, 1 ike 
Mother Frost in °Briar Rose". She was ugly, 
but she was good. 
There seems to be a progression in the types of reasoning used by 
the three groups of children, In the first group a child sees a 
clear connection between ugliness and spiteful behaviour, and 
although another recognizes that outward appearance would not 
change the princess's insides, she concludes that the girl is not 
responsible for her horrible insides as •she was probably born 
I iKe that.• Punishment for bad behaviour is therefore related to 
the bad action itself (all agreed that she deserved punishment) 
and not to whatever causes the bad behaviour. Marche' and 
Dane at first see a connection between ugliness and bad behaviour 
but agree that it is not an excuse which exempts the person from 
punishment. Marche' shows some confusion because she concedes 
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that ugly people can be good people inside, but still thinKs that 
it is easier to be good if one is pretty. This confusion seems to 
be the result of a desire to respond "correctly" to my questions, 
a problem which arises inevitably when the children need to be 
prompted to consider a particular aspect of the situation. 
Al though the prompting is not intended to introduce the "r·ight" 
way of looking at a problem, the child may instinctively assume 
that the change of emphasis, especially when suggested by an 
implicitly authoritarian figure, the interviewer, points towards 
the "right" answer. 
The third viewpoint, David's, shows that he has a clear concep-
tion of the way the relationship between ugliness and bad 
behaviour is used in the story, but he does not fall prey to the 
same reasoning as Marche'. He unequivocally rejects the inter-
viewer's suggestion and e•Jen introduces an example from another 
story to support his opinion. The children display an under-
standing and approval of what Piaget would term expiatory punish-
20 
ment and also seem to adhere to the be! ief that the more severe 
the punishment the better. 








You think you should be punished for doing 
something wrong? 
Yes. 
Like this girl was punished by getting this 
on her sKin and breath. 
So do you think that if they'd just spoKen 
to her, it would've helped?. 
No. 
So she needed actually to be punished? 
Yes. 
If I was that head I would just take a bottle 
and hit her. 
Yes, she should be bashed on the head before 
she could hit the heads. 
Whereas Marche' and Oane suggest reciprocal punishment (punish-
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ment to fit the crime), David's punishment is of an arbitrary 
nature and he is quite happy to abandon it for the expedience of 
magic. 
In ter•J i ewer 
Da•J id 
Robin 










Do you thinK the heads could have done any-
thing else to make her change? 
They cou Id ha•Je made her fa 11 in to a pit of 
mud. 
And they could maKe her all messy. 




Yes, because they were magic heads. 
So if they just said, "Be a good girl , " she 
tiJOU 1 d be good? 
They would say, "Don't be naughty and be Kind 
and don't be selfish," and she'd be good. 
Do you think that would've been better? 
Yes, much better. 
Would she have learnt anything herself if 
they Just said she must be good? 
No, not really, but she'd still be a good 
girl. 
Thus, in David's opinion the result is most important and he 
resorts to egocentric reasoning - it is easier to become good by 
magic means than to be painfully reformed. The efficiency of 












Do you think she learnt anything from what 
happened to her? 
Yes, she learnt a lesson because she was mean 
to the heads. She got lepr.osy and her breath 
smelled. 
What did she learn from that? 
(Pause.) Ask Alex. 
Not to be so horrible. 
Did she change at the end? 
Yes. 
Why? 
Because she got leprosy on her face and smelly 
breath. 
And do you thinK she would still have changed 
if something else had happened to her that 
wasn't so bad? 
No. 
Dane 
In ter•J i etJJer 
David 
Inter1J i e~-.Jer 
Robin 
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I don' t Kn ow. 
Do you think she would be different when she 
was married to the cobbler? 
I think she would be much different. I thinK 
she would've learnt her lesson and she would 
Know 1>Jhat it··s like to be all kind of hurt. 
And if she ever met an old man again, what 
t,JOu Id she do? 
I think she would give him food because she 
doesn't I ike the cruel things they gave her 
and she even feels sorry that she did that. 
The story presents a seemingly simple exposition of good and bad 
behaviour, wit~ clear parallels of opportunity (both girls meet 
the old man and the heads) and parallels in reward and punishment 
(both deal with appearance, breath and marriage), but it provides 
the reader with the opportunity to reason on different levels. 
The question of punishment can be understood as "right" or 
21 
"deserved" in "obedience/punishment" type reasoning, i.e. 
punishment is a natural consequence of bad behaviour because it 
offends or angers those in authority. When children begin to 
understand reciprocity, the "fairness" or "fitness" of the 
punishment becomes important, but it is often still understood 
in authoritarian terms. Finally when children see the need for 
co-operation <Kohlberg's mutual interpersonal relationships 
stage) punishment is viewed as an agent of reform, i.e. it causes 
a change in the character's behaviour. This moral change can be 
understood to have occurred as a result of a combination of 
factors as illustrated by Robin's reasoning that the second girl 
would give the old man food if she ever met him again "because 
she doesn't 1 ike the cruel things they gave her" (basic under-
standing of avoidance of punishment), "and she even feels sorry 
that she did that." <This shows the beginning of an understanding 
of co-operation, a consideration of the other person's point of 
1J i ew.) 
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3.3 THE SELFISH GIANT. OSCAR WILDE 
When the giant returns to his castle after 7 years and finds 
children playing in his garden, he chases them away and builds 
a high wall to keep them out. Because of this, ~-pring never c,::,mes· 
to his garden and he lives in a constant state of winter until 
one day the children creep through a hole in the wall and the 
garden comes alive again. l~hen the giant sees a little boy crying 
because he cannot get in to a tree, he real i zes hovJ selfish he has 
been and goes to help him. The boy kisses him. He knocks down the 
wall and the children return to play there every day, but the 
giant does not see the 1 ittle boy again for many years. When he 
does return one winter the giant sees a tree blossoming in the 
corner of the garden. The little boy has nail prints in his hands 
and feet which he says are "the wounds of Love" (p. 37). The 
giant's first reaction is anger that anyone could do this, and 
then he kneels before him. The child says, "You let me play once 
in your garden, today you shall come with me to my garden, which 
is Paradise.ff 
And when the children ran in that afternoon, they found the 
Giant lying dead under the tree, all covered with white 
blossoms. (p. 37) 
Because Oscar Wi Ide does not attempt to imitate traditional fairy 
stories and his stories do not have the conventional happy end-
22 
ing they are regarded by some as unsuitable for children. 
It is interesting to note, however, that all the children to 
whom I read this story seemed to enjoy it. It is a story which 
obviously requires a certain amount of background Knowledge if 
the symbol ism is to be understood, but if George MacDonald·'s 
23 
comment that children "find what they are capable of" is 
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accepted then it is clear that children need not be told that 
the 1 i ttle boy is "meant" to symbolize ,Jesus. Some recognize the 
symbolism and others do not, but they al I understand the 
symbol ism of the spring and 1,,Jinter images, though some tend to 
tJ i ew the change as a some•.JJhat mechanistic, cause-and-effect 
process. This understanding is 1 inked to their understanding of 
the giant's change of heart upon which rests the central con-
ception of the way in which good and evil operate in the story. 
IntertJ i ewer 
Christopher· 











What made him change? 
Because the children came into the garden. 
And why did that make him change? 
Because it was spring. 
Why didn't he chase the children away again? 
Because he wanted it to stay spring. 
And why do you think it had been winter when 
the children weren't there? 
Because he was unkind. 
What did the spring feel when he was unkind? 
(Pause) It made him Kinder again. 
When he salJJ the spring he became kinder, so 
what do you think really made him change? 
The spring. 
The bird, he heard the bird. 
Although Christopher originally mentions the children as the 
agent of change in the giant's attitude and recognizes that. the 
giant's unkindness was the reason for the wintry weather, he is 
unable to explain why the change occurs and therefore concludes 
that the spring caused the change in the giant. 






Why was the garden always wintry after he 
bu i I t the wa 11? 
Because he wouldn't let the children in, but 
the spring only came when he knocked down the 
the wall ~oJith the axe when the children came 
in. 
I 1 iKed it when the giant chopped down the 
wa 11 • 
Why do you think the spring stayed away when 
the children weren't there? 
Because the spring I iKed the children and the 
f 1 owe rs 1 i Ked the chi 1 dren and the trees. 
And did they 1 iKe the giant? 
Evan 





Because he was selfish. 
The weather changes are initially seen to be connected to the 
children's presence, but after prompting the further connection 
between the children's absence and the giant's selfishness is 
made. The reason for his a 11 o~<J i ng the chi 1 dren bacK in to the 
garden is viewed primarily as an egocentric desire to have spring 
in his garden. 
Inter•J i ewer 
Group 





What do you think made him change? 
He Knew that the spring wouldn't come. 
If the children weren't there, there wouldn't 
be spring. 
Why do you think the giant decided to let the 
children stay in the garden? 
Because then Ci .e. otherwise] the spring won't 
come and he won't get good air, so that's why 
he let them stay. 
Because he wanted the fl~~ers and then he 
wouldn't have trees. 
So he wanted his garden to be beautiful? 
Yes. 
As wel 1 as the understanding of individual instrumental purpose 
and exchange reasoning (if do this for someone else it will 
benefit me), some children recognize that the 1 ittle boy is 
instrumental in changing the giant's attitude, but they have 
difficulty in articulating their feelings about h0ttJ he helps the 
giant or why they feel that he does. This seems to be an instance 
in which their emotional response cannot be translated into cog-
nitive reasoning. There is a "feeling" which cannot be explained 
and is very probably not fully understood, but this does not 
invalidate its value as a genuine response to the story. 
Interviewer 
Victoria 
Why was the garden always wintry when the 
children weren't there? 
Because if the children came in the flowers 
would start to bloom because Jesus was there 




Do you think that made any difference to the 
giant? 
Y~s, it made a big difference because it was 
cold and then suddenly came spring and all 
the ch i 1 dr en . 
Victoria introduces the idea that Jesus causes the flowers to 
blocim, but i,Jhen prompted to connect this to the giant's behaviour 
she resorts to al iteral interpretation of the difference in 
weather. When Tina is struggling to express her feelings about 
why the little boy is important, ho~"'ever, Victoria is able to 
come to the resc1Je llJi th a reason and a fairly complex justifi-
cation of her ·reason. 
Tina 



















l.Ji c t,::,r i a 
I 1 iked the part when the giant let them play 
in the garden. 
Why? 
Because he once was horrible and I 1 iKed the 
part when he was nice. 
Why do you think he changed? 
Because the boy was crying. 
So if he'd stil 1 been selfish what do you 
think he would have done? 
He would of ••• done . . • ( 1 ong pau·;e). 
f..Jould he just have gone away? 
Ja. 
So why do you think tht fact that he was 
crying made him change? 
'Cos he couldn't get up the tree. 
Yes, he couldn't get up the tree and the 
giant helped him. Why did the giant help him? 
Because, um ••• he was •.. Just crying. 
Why do you think he decided to let the 
children stay after the 1 ittle boy had gone? 
Because ••• well, you see, the boy Kissed 
him. 
So you think that changed him inside? [This 
is admittedly a "leading" question, but it is 
used in an attempt to stimulate thinking.] 
Er ••. yes. 
How do you think he changed inside? 
Because Jesus had Kissed him and when Jesus 
Kisses-things that haven't been nice for a 
long time they become good. 
So you think it was because it was Jesus and 
not Just any little boy? 
Yes. 
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Victoria is e1Jidently fairly knowledgeable about the Christian 
gospe 1 , < as she ansvJers a question about the meaning of "the 
wounds of love": That means he died on the cross for the giant) 
but seems to be able to use her knowledge interpretatively. (This 
is e1Jident in her replies beloi,,J as wel 1.) 
More children than usual could not give a reason for the part 
they liked best. Often a circular reason is given (l,.Jhy did you 
1 iKe that? It's nice.) when children are unable to evaluate 
24 
reasons, but the children who could not explain why, did not 
make use of circular (and therefore egocentric) reasoning 











I 1 iked it l.'Jhen the 1 i ttle boy t1Jent to 
paradise. 
Why? 
I don't Know. 
I 1 i ked it t.oJhen he showed the t>Jounds on his 
hands. 
Why did you 1 ike that part? 
I don't know. 
I 1 i Ked i t when the 1 i tt 1 e boy took the giant 
to paradise. 
Why did you I ike that? 
I'm not sure. 
What did it make you feel 1 ike when I read 
that part? 
I didn't have any feeling. 
Their inability to explain in simple terms why they 1 iked these 
parts appears paradoxically to be an indication of a deeper 
understanding of the sacrificial element of the story, although 
they seem to sense rather than "understand" its significance. 
Not all the children see the symbolic connection between the 
1 i t t 1 e boy and Jesus, h0vJe 1Jer, but e•Jery group contained some 
who did make the connection. 
Group 
Inter•J i e11Jer 
Group 
I 1 i ked it 11Jhen the giant ran d0t,1m the 
stairs to Jesu·; (laughter from some of the 
others.) It~ Jesus. 
Why do you think it was Jesus? 
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Because he had holes in his hand and feet from 
being on the cross. 
Because he took the giant to heaven. 
The giant's being taken to paradise raises the question of 
whether his death is seen as reward or punishment and whether the 
reciprocity contained in "You let me play once in your garden, 
today you shall come 11Jith me to my garden, which is Paradise" is 
understc,od in literal terms (i.e. because the giant let him play 
there once) or in a more general sense (i.e. because the giant 
is no longer selfish). 
Mohammed 






Inter•J i ewer 
Mohammed 




I didn··t like it i,Jhen the giant got melted. 
[Mohammed shows confusion ~" i th the concept of 
the giant's heart melting. Earlier he cal Is 
the giant a dragon and says he 1 ikes it when 
the giant was melted, but changes his mind.) 
You mean when he died under the tree? 
Yes. 
I also didn't like that because it's sad 
because he started to be good. 
Yes, it's sad because he was very nice. 
What did you think of the 1 ittle boy? 
I think he was good because he Kissed the 
giant. 
Why did he say that about taking him to 
heaven? 
Because the boy had to go to heaven and he 
wanted to take the giant because, because the 
giant let him see the garden so he wanted to 
let him see his garden. 
I 1 iKed it when the children climbed through 
the hole in the wal 1. 
Why did he come to fetch him? 
Because he was all covered in flowers. 
Yes, he first spoke to him and then he was 
covered in flowers, but why did he fetch him? 
Because he let him play in his garden and was 
nice to·him. 
Although the fact that the 1 ittle boy fetches the giant is seen 
to be a result of his kindness towards the 1 ittle boy, there is a 
sense of unfairness that the giant should die "because he started 
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to be good". The reward of heaven does not quite outweigh the 
feeling of sadness that the giant is dead. Other responses are 
more pragmatic: 





Why do you think the boy came to fetch him? 
Because he was old and he had to come to 
hea•Jen. 
Because he was old and he needed to die. 
It was time to die because he was old. 
Because he was Kind afterwards. 
Because he'd done something for him. 
The giant's death is regarded as "fair" because of his age, and 
regarded as a reward in reciprocal terms. 
Two responses which ill~strate emotional involvement and in-
teresting reasoning on the reconciliation of the sadness and the 
"good feeling" experienced are responses originally offer·ed as 
ans11Jers to the question: What part of the story did you 1 iKe 
most? 
Group <Duncan): I I iked it when he asKs the I ittle boy Jesus 













Because he says, "come to my place, 
Paradise" and he's just dead. 
You 1 iKed that? 
Yes. 
Did you think it was happy or sad? 
No, I thought it was sad, but I thought it 
was nice too when he tells him to come 
there. 
I 1 iKed the part when he was all covered in 
blossoms and he was going to paradise. 
Why? 
Because it felt 1 iKe flowers and I could 
kind of feel the flowers. 
Were you sad that he was dead? 
Well, he had to die because he was very 
o 1 d, 11Je 1 1 , I was a l i t t 1 e bi t sad • 
Why weren't you very sad? 
Because once he was very selfish and then 
he wasn't when he died. 
You were glad he'd changed before he died? 
Yes. 
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This type of reasoning cannot be slotted into a moral development 
category or stage of reasoning because of its essentially 
emot i ona 1 nature. It is a response to the feeling which the story 
evokes which cannot be rationalized. The children may be puzzled 
and may not understand why they l iKe something which is sad, but 
their response is to the inherent "rightness" of the end of the 
story which seems to be a deeper appreciation of the relationship 
between the 1 ittle boy and the giant than a purely reciprocal 
one. (I specifically use the words "deeper appreciation" rather 
than what Kohlberg would term a "higher stage of reasoning" 
because it is the emotive response to the spiritual aspects of 
the story that is more advanced in Duncan and Victoria and not 
their moral/religious reasoning). 
[t is difficult to assess "The Selfish Giant• in terms of its 
ability to stimulate moral thinking, therefore, as the "best" 
response from children transcends formal reasoning. That children 
respond to different aspects of the story with various types of 
reasoning is illustrated by the variety of responses analysed, 
but the:, all seem to grasp something of the basic understanding 
of good and evil evident in the change in the giant's behaviour, 
whether they view the change as occurring as a result of an 
egocentric desire for the return of spring or a spiritual en-
counter. Evaluation of the spiritual response is also difficult 
because it is sensed rather than understood, but it seems 
reasonable to assume that the story presents a situation which 
all~~s children some perception of spiritual concepts I ike 
sacrifice, forgiveness, death and l i fe after death, even though 
they may not be able to express their feelings. 
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3.4 THE WILD SWANS. HANS CHRISTIAN At~DERSEN 
El i·:.a and her· el>? 1Jen brothers are dis! iked by their· Jealou·; 
stepmother. She sends the brothers away and makes Elisa appear 
ugly and dirty so that her father reJects her as well. She 
leaves the palace to search for her brothers and after praying 
that she will find them, she dreams that the tree under which she 
is sleeping is surrounded by angels. She discovers that the queen 
has turned her brothers in to s11Jans and that they can on 1 y resume 
human form at night. They decide to take her with them to their 
ne1,J home across the sea, and 1 eave her to rest in a green cavern. 
She prays that she may be guided to help them and dreams of how 
she can free them from the queen's spell. A fairy tells her 
that she has to weave eleven shirts, making flax from stinging 
nettles, but she may not speak until the task is complete. She 
begins the next morning, but cannot tell her brothers what she is 
doing. A king discovers the cavern and takes her to his palace 
because he wants to marry her, but because she does not speak and 
appears to be unhappy, he allows her to continue her spinning and 
weaving. When she needs more nettles she goes to the churchyard 
to pick some, but is seen by the archbishop who accuses her of 
being a sorceress. The King reluctantly decides that the people 
must Judge her. They decide that she must be burnt at the stake. 
As the cart approaches the stake the eleven swans perch on its 
side. She throws the shirts onto them, they turn back into 
princes and explain that she is innocent. 
The story introduc~s a new perspective on good and evil because 
it does not follow the formula of good being rewarded and evil 
being punished. The wicked queen is not mentioned again after 
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she ill-treats Elisa, and therefore this is the only story in 
the section in which Justice is not done and the bad character 
does not undergo a process of reform. Although good ultimately 
triumphs, Elisa, the innocent sister who has done no one any 
harm, has to undergo great suffering in order to free her 
brothers from the spel 1. Children are presented with the idea 
that sacrifice and suffering on the part of innocent people are 
sometimes necessary for good to be accomplished. 
Because evil goes unpunished in this story, the questions about 
evil tend to be centred on evaluation of motivation for doing 
evil and the possibility of reform. There seems to be no clear 
conception as to why anybody should want to do what the queen 














I didn't 1 ike the bad queen. 
Why not? 
Because she was evil. 
Why do you thinK she behaved the way she did? 
Because she was Jealous of the princess's 
beauty. 
Do you think that was a good reason to do 
what she did? 
No, i t was bad. 
Why di dn I t you l i Ke the queen? 
She was so wicked and she cast the spell that 
they were •.• a 11 the el even brothers turned 
into swans. 
Why do you think she was wicKed? 
Because of that horrible things. 
What do you think made her do such horrible 
things? 
Maybe she was a witch. No ordinary guy can do 
a spe 11 , on 1 y a ~11 itch. 
Himmel first uses circular reasoning <the queen is wicKed because 
she does horrible things), and then settles for a reason which 
does not require evaluation of motivation (the queen must be a 
witch, therefore she is wicked), The fact that witches are wicked 
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is accepted and the question as to why they are wicked does not 
arise. Katrien and Gareth also have difficulty in explaining why 




IntertJ i ewer 
Katrien 
Interviewer 
I didn't 1 i ~:e the queen because she was very 
unkind because when they were playing "chaff 
chaff" games they "chaffed" that peop I e came 
to visit and the queen just gave them sand in 
a 1 i ttle bowl and said they must pretend to 
eat that. 
Why do you think she did that? 
Because she was very horrible to the childr,n 
and she didn't I ike them. 
What do you think made her be horrible to 
them? <Long pause.) It doesn't say in the 
story, but can you think of any reason why 
she should be I ike that? 
She worked for the devil. 
You think she worked for the devil? Why did 
she do that? 
Gareth Because the devil would've sat on her shoulder 
.and when the angel came to chase the devil 
away the devi 1 would've Just chased the angel 
away. 
Interviewer So you think she Just listened to what the 
dev i 1 was telling her all the time? 
Both Yes. 
Once again the reason is non-evaluative. She is wicked because 
she works for the devil, but why she should want to work for 
the de•,1 i 1 is not considered. Her ev i I behaviour is therefore 
apparently inevitable. 
No change in her behaviour is mentioned in the story and 
questions about whether she might change indicate that it is 













And what would make someone change if she was 
horrible? 
Wel I, they want to be good. 
And what would make her want to be good? 
I don't ~:noi,,. 
Why do you think she did the horrible things? 
Stephanie 












In ter•J i elJJer 
Katrien 





She was jealous of the little girl. 
Do you think if bad people meet good people 
that they would change? 
I don't Know, maybe. 
Maybe. 
But you think they have to want to change 
themselves? 
Yes. 
So if someone tells you to be good, but you 
don't feel l il<e being good, you'll still be 
naughty? 
Yes, but that's bad. 
So you Kn~,., it's bad, but you'! 1 still be 
naughty? 
Sometimes. 
And do you think that someone who,.s horrible 
1 ike the queen will ever change? 
No. 
Maybe. 
And what do you think would make her chanQe? 
If she tried to chase the devil away. 
So she would have to decide she wanted to be 
good herself? 
Like if she's thinking of something bad to do 
she just wouldn't do it and she'd just think 
of something better to do. 
So she'd have to make an effort? 
Yes. 
In attributing the queen's badness to working for the devil, 
Katrien relieves her of some of the responsibility for her 
actions, but by suggesting that change is possible if the queen 
tries •to chase the devil away" she imp! ies that the queen has 
a choice of whether to be evil or not, so she would have to 
decide to change. In the context of a story which does not 
contain a punishment situation, it appears that children do not 
spontaneously regard punishment as an essential prerequisite for 
change, but I would hesitate before jumping to the conclusion 
which in Kohlberg's structure would place them in a category 
above the obedience/punishment level as it seems 1 ikely that 
the same children might regard punishment as important if the 
question were discussed. 
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In their understanding of the sacrifice made by Elisa for her 
brothers, the children show signs of reciprocal reasoning and an 
understanding of the importance of mutual interpersonal relation-
ships. Elisa does not undergo suffering because of what she hopes 
to gain from her brothers but because she loves them, and the 
inference is that they would have done the same for her. Her· 













Inter•J i ewer 
Himmel 
In ter•J i ewer 
Gareth 
Katrien 






Was it fair that she had to have al I this pain 
to help her brothers? 
No, I don't think so. 
Why do you think she did it even though it 
wasn 1 t fair? 
Because she 1 iked her brothers and she wanted 
to free them. 
Ja. 
What do you think you would've done? 
I would save my brothers. 
Even if it was painful? 
Yes. 
Yes, and I wouldn't even say a word. 
Don't you think that was very difficult? 
Ja. 
And how do you think she managed not to say a 
word? 
She just k e p t her mouth I i k e that < p i n ch es 
1 i ps). 
Was it fair that Elisa had to do all these 
things to save her brothers? 
Um, yes. 
Yes and no. 
Why do you say that? 
Yes, because she wanted to help her brothers 
and no, it's not fair because she didn't cause 
it and the wicked queen was supposed to •.• 
<Pause.) 
So does that happen in real 1 ife that innocent 
people have to do things to make up for what 
e•Ji I people do? 
Yes, the pol ice work very hard to arrest 
robbers. 
And why do you think Elisa had to go through 
al I the pain? 
To save her brothers and she didn't really 
care if it was very painful. She just worked 
harder and harder and didn't care if it was 




So you think if you really care about some-
thing very hard then you'll do almost any-
thing? 
Yes. 
Fairness is therefore subjugated to necessity. Elisa did what 
she did because she had to do it, but when questioned on what 
they would have done in Elisa's position Katrien and Gareth are 
unsure. (Katrien: I don't Know. Gareth: I don·'t really know 
either.) This seems to indicate that although they see the neces-
sity for Elisa's suffering they do not regard it as something 
tiJhich could be 1 ightly underta~:en. Simon'·s anstiJer below implies 
that Elisa did have a choice even though the consequences of the 
•wrong" choice were severe. 
In ter-•J i ewer· 
Simon 
In ter·•J i ewer· 
Simon 
Inter•J i et,.,er 
Stephanie 
When Elisa went through all the pain, hand! inQ 
the nettles and spinning, do you think she 
thought all the suffering was worthwhile? 
Yes. 
Why do you think she felt that? 
Because she did it. 
So she could've gi\ien up? How tiJould she have 
felt if she'd given up? 
Sorry. 
Although the story is not overtly religious, it is mentioned 
that Elisa prays for guidance three times. I did not question the 
children directly about the prayers as I wanted to establish what 
their natural (i.e. unprompted) response to this aspect tiJould be. 
The questions about how she was able to endure the suffering are 
therefore indirectly aimed at discovering whether her prayers 
were con~idered an important factor or not. Only one of the 
children interviewed and only one group response mention the 
prayers. The other responses refer to her character. 
In ter•J i ewer 
Katrien 
How do you think she managed to Keep going 
even though it was so difficult? 
Because she had so much courage and she just 




In ter•J i et,Jer· 
Katrien 
In ter•J i ewer 
Stephanie 
Simon 
Inter•J i et,ier 
Simon 
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And she wanted to help her brothers. 
So you ihinK because she wanted to help them 
it gave her extra strength? 
Yes. 
And how do you th i nK she managed not to ta!~:? 
Because she Kept on trying. 
What do you think gave her the courage to help 
her brothers? 
Because she loved them very much. 
And she was determined. 
Do you thinK that being determined can help 
you to do difficult things? 
Yes. 
She is seen to be helped by her own goodness, an interesting 
humanist response. Angus's response is more I iteral. 
Interviewer What do you thin!< helped her to do these 
things? 
Angus She saw a 11 those shirts. 
In ter•J i ewer So tiJhen she sa11, more sh i r-ts i t helped her? 
Angus Yes. 
Inter•Jiet,ier It encouraged her? 
Angus Yes, and she made more. 
The fact that the prayers are ignored by these children does not 
provide sufficient evidence for generalized conclusions to be 
drawn about their religious consciousness, but it is significant 
enough to be noted as an indi~ation of the way children respond 
unconsciously, I doubt that any of them would have consciously 
remembered the prayers and not mentioned them because they had 
dismissed them as unimportant, but it is very I iKely that the 
effect that the prayers might have had simply did not occur to 
them. The context of the story may contribute to this attitude as 
it is unusual for prayers to be mentioned in a fairy story, 
Perhaps if prayers are mentioned in a bib! ical story, the 
children's consciousness may be more receptive to the idea of 
prayers affecting the characters, but unfortunately this cannot 
be ascertained. 
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The responses •1Jh i ch acknowledge her prayers as he 1 pful to her 
indicate that the children ha•Je some idea of God as someone who 
answers prayers and helps people, but the story does not provide 
much stimulus for a deeper exploration of their conceptions. 
Inter1Jiewer 
Himmel 
Interv i e1,.1er 
Himmel 




In ter·•J i ewer· 
Group 
What do you think helped her to do these 
things? 
She l<eeped on saying prayers. 
And how do you think the prayers helped her? 
Because God 1 istened and helped her and made 
her· strong. 
Why do you think she managed to do everything 
she did? 
Because she said her prayers to God. 
And how did that help her? 
God gave her strength. 
So she felt she wasn't doing it alone? 
Yes. 
This stor·y contains an ex-ample of 1,1.1hat Mobley categorizes as 
25 
magic which is used capriciously, Magic may be used capri-
ciously to bring about good, but is more often used by evil 
characters. In this story the queen's jealousy is the ostensible 
reason for her casting a spell on the princess, but the evil for-
tune is not deserved and can therefore be considered to be capri-
ciously imposed. This can be r~garded as a way in which children 
are introduced to the idea that bad and often unfair things do 
happen to people in the real world, but the happy ending offers 
them the consolation that these things can be endured and that 
good will ultimately triumph. The story therefore provides 
stimuli for moral thinking, but in a non-formal manner. The 
children do not consciously sense that they are being taught 
something by the story, but their responses indicate that they 
have been stimulated to think about good and evil, and although 
they find the existence of evil confusing, they are able to 
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accept that suffering is sometimes necessary to overcome it. The 
complexity of children's thinking about suffering i~ i 1 lustrated 
by the following extract ~oJhich combines sympathy for and 
sensitivity to suffering with an inability to understand or 
explain it. 
Gareth 
In ter•J i etaJer· 
Gareth 
In ter•J i et1Jer· 
Gareth 
My best part of the story was when the 
youngest brother put his head on her lap and 
he cried on her hands and it made the pain 
go a~,iay. 
Why do you 1 ike that part? 
Because it took away the pain from her hands. 
And why do you think the tears had that 
almost magic quality? 
Maybe it tJJas just part of the spel I that the 
queen put over them. 
3.5 A SCOT'S CHRISTMAS STORY. GEORGE MACDONALD 
Nelly's father is a shepherd. She and her mother, who is very 
ill, are waiting for him to come home. He is late because a lamb 
is missing, but Jumper, the dog, brings it back. That night Nelly 
overhears her parents talking about Wil 1 ie, her brother, who 
is "going the wrong road" in Edinburgh and she dreams that she 
becomes Jumper and finds the black Jamb who is Willie. She de-
cides that she will have to go to Edinburgh to fetch him, and 
prays that God w i 11 teach her to find W i 1 l i e as he teaches 
Jumper to find lambs. She walks along the road to Edinburgh and 
persuades the carrier to take her with him. Willie is not at his 
lodgings so she goes to find him at the public house, where he 
is drinking with his friends. At first he is angry with her, 
but then he feels ashamed and ~<1hen his friends refuse to let him 
pass, he Jumps on the table, Kicks over their drink and takes 
Nelly home. He is very concerned to hear about his mother's 
illness and goes home the next day. 
The story is more serious in tone than other stories in this 
study as it deals tiJith good and bad behaviour· on a more complex 
level. The "bad" character, Willie, is portra:,ed as a fairly 
straightforward "Prodigal Son" character and-as the lost lamb 
parallel is clearly developed children seem to have no difficulty 
in recognizing the connection between Jumper finding and bringing 
back the lamb and Nelly finding and bringing back Willie. The 
dream in which Nelly becomes Jumper and Willie becomes the lamb 
is the only element of pure fantasy in the story; yet it has a 
practical effect as it provides the impetus for Nelly's decision 
to go to Edinburgh to find Willie. 
Ne! Jy was unanimously chosen as the best character for a variety 
of reasons ranging from her bravery and her kindness to her 
mother to "because she had the food ready when her father came 
in." Nelly's motivation in attempting the long Journey seems to 













What made Nelly decide to fetch her brother? 
She loved him very much. 
To save her mother's 1 ife. No, she didn't save 
her mother, but made her happy. 
She 1 iked her brother and she wanted he~ 
brother back. 
Because her mother would die. 
Why do you think Nelly decided to go on the 
long Journey? 
Just to find Willie because her mother was 
sick and she did want Willie back. 
And was it an easy thing to do? 
No. 
Why wasn't it easy? 
Because she had to walk a long way and in the 
morning she di dn I t know where she •..<Jas. 
How do you think she managed to do it e•Jen 
though she was so small? 
Because she was very brave and very clever. 
Can you think of anything else that helped 
her? 















I 1 iked it when Nelly got her brother back. 
Why? 
Because everyone wanted her brother back. 
Do you think it Wa6 easy for her to get her 
brother back? 
No. 
What do you thinK made her do it even though 
it was difficult? 
Courage and love. 
Why did she have the courage? 
Because she wanted her brother back and she 
thought how her mother and father felt and her 
mother dying and her brother not being there. 
Do you think that if you love someone you'll 
do extra special things for him? 
Yes. 
Do you think you would've been able to do what 
Nelly did? 
I don't Know. I've never tried. 
There is also awareness of the fact that Nelly's behaviour is 
exceptional and not merely an automatic response which any child 
may haue made in a similar situation. The children respond 
honestly and realistically when questioned as to what they may 
have done, which seems to indicate a certain moral responsibi-
I ity. It would be easy for them to suggest that they would have 
been as brave as Nelly, but their recognition of the almost 
sacrificial nature of her journey seems to put her on a different 












In ter•J i ewer 
Janet 
In ter•J i ewer 
Peter 
What would you have felt I ike if you'd had to 
sleep under the rock? 
Cold. 
Very cold. 
Would you have been scared? 
No. 
Yes, I think I would. 
And when you woke up the next morning how 
t>1oul d you feel? 
I'd feel 1 ike just going home. 
I'd feel I ike going back to sleep again. 
Do you think Nelly may have felt 1 iKe that? 
Yes. 
Why do you think she didn't just stop? 
Because she wanted to go on. 
And why did she want to go on? 
Because she wanted to find her brother. 
Interv i e~11er 
Both 




Nelly's moral reasoning (and the children's implicit acceptance 
of it) is impossible to categorize in Piagetian or Kohlbergian 
terms. In the context of her home Nelly would probably conform 
to Kohlberg's "good boy/nice girl" category (stage 3), but her 
behaviour goes beyond the simple desire to gain her parents' 
approval because her emotions are involved. As the children 
recognize, it is because she loves her brother that she is able 
to do what she does (even though she Knows her parents would not 
approve). The children's response to her is also emotive rather 
than cognitive - they respond to her "goodness" without thinking 
about it. It is interesting that nobody criticized her for being 
a "goody - goody". 
Willie's motivation for the way he behaves is Jess clearly under-
stood but he is regarded as a bad character and his reform at the 








Was there anyone you didn't 1 iKe? 
Yes, Willie. 
Why not? 
Because he dranK whisky and he keeps doing 
something naughty. 
He's rude. 
He done naughty things. 
Why wasn't he pleased to see Nelly? 
Because he didn't want Nelly to see him 
drinking because he wanted to go home and tel I 
his mother that he hadn't drunk, but Nelly 
would tel I his mother. 
He Knew he shouldn't be there and his friends 
were rude to Nelly. 
Why do you think Willie was so cross when 
Nel Jy arri•Jed? 




Inter\J i ewer 
Maurice 
In terv i etAJer 
Maurice 
In ter•J i ewer :. 
Bruce 
In ter•J i ewer· 
Bruce 
David 
In ter•J i ewer 
Da•J id 
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Because there were only a few people in his 
family and it was so windy. 
He didn't want to sleep there because he 
wanted to stay by his friends. 
Why do you think Willie got so cross? 
Um, because ~e knew about his mother dying, 
but he didn't want to come home, you see. 
So you think he felt bad? 
Yes. 
Do you think if you were Willie sitting 
with your friends you would be pleased to see 
Nel I y? 
I would be pleased to see Nelly. 
Do you think he was pleased? 
Um •.• 
No, I think he was angry. I think he would 
say, "Go home" and "I don't want to see you." 
And what would you have done if you were 
Wi 11 i e? 
I would've said, "All right, Nelly, I'm 
coming," 
Willie's anger is therefore attributed to fear that Nelly would 
tell his mother about his drinking (authoritarian response), the 
desi~e to stay with his friends (egocentric response) and his 
conscience. Willie's relationship with his friends is examined 
and the chi 1 dren show signs of understanding < even though they 
condemn W i 11 i e's behaviour) the effects which conformity to peer 











HotiJ did his friends behave? 
They behaved rude. 
Very badly, 
Why do you think they behaved like that? 
'Cos they didn't want Willie to go because 
they were one of his friends and they wanted 
him to stay. 
Because Wi 11 ie was clever. 
So if Willie wanted to Keep his friends in-
stead of going with his sister, what would he 
have done? 
He would'·ve told her to go home and lea\Je him 
alone. 








In ter•J i ewer· 
Eric 




















So do you think he realized that his sister 
was more important than his friends? 
Yes. 
What do you thinK you would've dorie if you 
were one of his friends? 
I wouldn't have acted so rude. I would've 
rather let him go if he wanted to. 
I tiJOuld've just said, •Yes, let him go," 
because Nelly's only little and she walked all 
that long way so she can't go without him 
because that's Just a waste of time. 
I didn't 1 ike it \IJhen the students were al 1 
mean to Nelly. 
Why do you think they behaved like that? 
Because they Just didn't 1 iKe girls, I guess. 
Why do you think Wi 1 lie was their friend? 
He probably Just wanted to be with them 
because they were doing grown-up things. 
So do you thinK he chose his friends for the 
1,irong reasons? 
Yes, because they did silly things. 
Do you think that people who do silly things 
will ever change? 
Sometimes yes, sometimes no. 
And Willie's friends, could they ever chance? 
I think they may have learnt their lesson. 
And do you think Willie changed? 
Yes. 
Why did he change? 
He thought his mother was going to die. 
So he felt sorry? 
Yes. 
Do you think he would ever go back to being 
the way he was? 
No. 
No, he wouldn't go back to his friends. 
So you think he'd changed for good? 
He knew he'd made a big mistake. 
Willie's reform process is related to the way his parents reacted 
to his return. As a change in behaviour is often I inked in 
children's minds with punishment, the question of the parents' 
forgiveness of Willie is explored. As the concept of forgiveness 
is an abstratt one, children who are used to reasoning within an 
obedience/punishment framework may find the concept confusing, 
particularly if they usually experience punishment as a direct 
consequence of their own disobedience (which must appear to them 
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to be negligible when compared with Willie's disobedience). Bruce 
and David realize that Willie was not punished, but search for a 













Were Willie's parents cross with him when he 
returned? 
No, they weren't. 
They were pleased. 
l,Jhy? 
Because they missed him and because he didn't 
tel 1 al ie and he came back by the end of 
Apr i I. 
Do you think they had been upset at first when 
he didn·'t come back? 
I think they were angry. 
What made them change when·they saw him? 
Because ••• (Long pause). 
What made them forgive him? 
I think they forgave him when he should of 
(Pause.) 
I think it's because he came the right time. 
David suggests that Willie has not really done anything wrong 
because he has returned by a certain date, but seems to sense 
the inadequacy of his answer although he is unable to suggest 
a reason for their forgiving Wil I ie. Bruce ignores the questions 
relating to forgiveness by reverting to David's original idea. 
The other responses recognize _that Willie has transgressed and 
that his parents forgive him because they choose to do so and 












What did Nelly's parents do when Willie got 
home? 
They weren't cross with Willie at all. 
Why do you thinK they weren't cross? 
Because they wanted Willie back. 
He hadn't been good, but what did they do? 
They didn't hit him or anything. 
Or SC O I d h i m , 
So they didn't punish him at all, but do you 
think sometimes people need to be punished? 
Yes. 
And do you think they should'ue punished 
W i 11 i e? 
No, because he wasn't so bad bad. 
Interviewer 
Both 




Do you think he was sorry about what he'd 
do:::,ne? 
Yes. 
And does that make a difference? If you do 
something naughty and you're sorry, does that 
help? 
No, it's not quite right. 
So do you think that sometimes even if you're 
sorry you should be punished? 
Yes. 
,Janet and Peter, al though they feel that punishment is necessary 
at times, are able to understand the principle of forgiveness 
and accept it. The question of the fairness of punishment is 
discussed in the following extract. 


















How did Willie's parents react towards him? 
Friendly and loving. 
Were they cross at all? 
No. 
Do you think they should'ue been cross with 
him? 
Yes. 
If they'd been cross, would it have been fair? 
Yes. 
So he deserved it? 
Yes. 
Why do you think they weren't cross with him? 
They were glad to see him home. 
Do you Know what it's called when someone's 
been nasty to you and you don't hold it 
against him? (Pause.) Forgiveness. Was it easy 
for his parents to forgive him? 
No. 
So why did they do it? 
Because they were happy to see him back so 
they forgot about it because he was turned 
into good. 
So because he was going to be good they forgot 
about it? 
Yes. 
Severity of punishment is often seen to be the most effective 
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corrective measure so the fact that Willie changes his 
behaviour as a result of not being punished may be confusing 
if this view of punishment is prevalent. Janet and Peter are 
able to reason that in this case forgiveness is more efficacious 
than punishment. 
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IntertJiewer Willie's parents didn't punish him because he 
was sorry and they forgave him. What do you 
think about forgiveness? 
Peter It's the right thing to forgive. 
Interviewer So his parents did the right thing even though 
he'd done the wrong thing? 
Peter Yes. 
Interviewer Do you think Willie would sti 11 remember not 
to do the naughty things he'd been doing even 
though he wasn't punished? 
Peter Yes. 
Interviewer So do you think Wil 1 ie's parents were right 
not to punish him, but to forgive him? 
Janet Yes. 
Interviewer And what would've happened if they had 
punished him? 
Janet He would've gone away. 
Peter : He would go back to college to his friends. 
They accept that forgiveness is "right" and also recognize that 
if Willie's parents had punished him his resentment may have 
dri•Jen him a11Jay from them. This indicates that they, as well as 
Eric and Maurice, are able to reason in a more complex manner 
than on a simple obedience/punishment level. Maurice acknowledges 
the parents' right to punish ~Jillie in terms of fair exchange -
he had done wrong, so he deserved to be punished - but recognizes 
that forgiveness is not subject to the rules of justice. Willie 
learns his lesson because he feels ashamed and not because he is 
punished, and the change in his behaviour is seen as a change in 
attitude and not merely a way of avoiding future punishment. 
It has been said of George MacDonald that he was 0 the first 
writer in the English language to bring a truly religious 
27 
s i gn i f i can c e to ch i 1 dr en's 1 i t er at u re . • This story is perhaps 
the best one to support that statement, but its moral theme is 
clear even though th.e fact that Willie learns his lesson is not 
stressed, as it most certainly would have been had the story 
been told by one of MacDonald's more moralistic contemporaries. 
When his writing is compared with that of modern writers, it 
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does contain elements of moral ism; however, when compared with 
his contemporaries, he stands out because of his inability to 
lecture or insult children by explaining moral issues to them. 
The religious element is present, but often occurs in symbolic 
form. In this story children are presented with a situation which 
involves forgiveness. Although the concept of forgiveness may be 
difficult for them to understand, it is not explained and there-
fore the story (in spite of its serious tone) does not have the 
f 1 au our of mora 1 ism. The chi 1 dren do not fee 1 that the purpose 
of the story is to teach them something and yet paradoxically 
they may 1;..1ell have learnt something v,1ithout being aware of it. 
W.H. Auden's comment on MacDonald seems relevant. 
To me, George MacDonald's most extraordinary, and precious, 
gift is his ability in all his stories, to create an 
atmosphere of goodness about which there is nothing phony 
or moralistic. Nothing is rarer in 1 iterature. ~ 
3. 6 CHAPTER 7, IN WHICH TI GGER IS UNBOUNCED. IN THE HOUSE AT 
POOH CORNER .A. A. MILNE 
Rabbit decides that Tigger is getting too bouncy and should be 
taught a lesson. He plans to lose Tigger in the forest so that 
Tigger when found the next morning will be a "Humble Tigger, a 
Sad Tigger, a Melancholy Tigger, a Small and Sorry Tigger, an 
Oh-Rabbit-I-am-glad-to-see-you Tigger." (p. 109) Piglet is 
doubtful about the plan at first, but is reassured by Rabbit's 
assertion that Christopher Robin would consider it •a good deed 0 , 
The plan bacKfires, however, and Pooh, Piglet and Rabbit are lost 
rescued by Tigger, who becomes aa Friendly Tigger, a Grand Tigger 
a Large and Helpful Tigger, a Tigger who bounced, if he bounced 
at all, in just the beautiful way a Tigger ought to bounce." 
(pp. 123, 124) 
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This story does not present a strong dualistic view of good and 
e•Ji I; on the contrary, there are no truly "bad" character·s, but 
the story does have a moral, although it is a very gentle one. 
The "evil" which is parodied is self-righteousness, but humour 
tempers the punishment. The amusing reversal of the plan which 
appeals because of its "sheer reciprocity• involves the learning 
of a lesson by Rabbit, and the lesson learnt <in a non-moralistic 
way) is the ironic one that trying to teach someone a lesson is 
not good. 
Tigger's only "badness• is his non-conformit~ (i.e. being too 
bouncy) whereas Rabbit deliberately plans to lose Tigger in the 
forest. The children are divided in opinion about Tigger's 
bounciness. Some agree that Rabbit should have tried to stop him 
from bouncing, but seem to think that his plan t,Jas too.severe, 




Was it a good idea to teach Tigger a lesson? 
No. 
Why not? 
They should have known it would backfire. 
I think it wasn't a good idea because I 1 iked 
Tigger being bouncy because I'm bouncy myself, 
It's a horrible thing to teach someone a 
lesson. 
Although there is a general feeling against being taught~ 








Is it a good thing to teach someone a lesson? 
No, only if they're horrible to you. 
So was Tigger being horrible? 
No, he was Just bouncing. 
What do you think if someone tries to teach 
you a lesson? 
I think it's horrible because I don't want to 
hurt anybody's feelings. 
Why do you think people want to teach others a 




























No, 1 ike your mother gives you a spanking and 
she's not nasty 'cos you're naughty, 
So sometimes it's deserved? You deserve to be 
taught a lesson? 
Yes. 
Do you think it's a good idea to teach someone 
a lesson? 
No. 
Why not? (Pause.) Well, do you think Tigger 
needed to have a lesson taught to him? 
Yes. 
Why? 
Because he was bouncy. 
You said it's not a good idea to teach someone 
a lesson, but that Tigger was too bouncy so 
what could they have done instead of trying to 
lose him? 
They could tell him not to be bouncy. 
And do you think that would work? 
No. 
l,Jhy not? 
Because he can't stop. 
So you think he couldn't help being so bouncy? 
Yes. 
So if you can't help something do you think 
someone should teach you a lesson? 
Um, no. 
What do you think they should do then? 
I don't ~:now. 
And what if someone does something naughty? 
Then you must teach them a lesson. 
And how do you think they must be taught a 
a lesson? 
(Pause.) Give them a hiding. 
This seems to indicate a somewhat authoritarian or in Kohl berg's 
terms obedience/punishment type of understanding. There is 
general acceptance that if one does something 11Jrong one can 
expect to be taught a lesson, and the only confusion in reasoning 
arises from the need to decide whether Tigger was wrong or not. 
Responses to the idea of another attempt to teach Tigger a lesson 













Interv i e~<1er 
Both 
In ter•J i e11Jer· 
Da1J id 
Karen 
Why do you think it'll happen again? 
I don,. t ~:no11J. 
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If Rabbit had to think about this again, would 
he try to teach Tigger a lesson again? 
No. 
Why not? 
Because he would get lost. 
Because they wouldn't want to make Tigger feel 
sorry. 
Karen's is the only response which gives an indication that she 
recognizes that Rabbit's feelings towards Tigger have changed as 
a result of his being lost. When Rabbit sees Tigger at the end 
of the story, he becomes aware of Tigger's good characteristics 
as Tigger becomes "a Friendly Tigger, a Grand Tigger, a Large 
and Helpful Tigger" <p. 123), Although it is not overtly stated, 
by imp! ication it can be assumed that Rabbit has undergone a 
process of reform and that he will continue to regard Tigger 
differently. Karen shows an understanding of Kohlberg's mutual 
interpersonal relationships reasoning because she believes that 
Rabbit would not try to teach Tigger another lesson because 
he ~<1ou 1 d no 1 anger want to teach Ti gger a l e:.son. Other 
responses are more utilitarian in nature. Rabbtt will not try 
to teach Tigger a lesson because he does not want the same thing 
to happen again <avoidance of punishment response). David's 
response <"Because he would get lost.") and Debbie's response 
(
0 Because it will happen to Rabbit again."), together with the 
following, seem to indicate that there is a feeling of inexpl i-
cable inevitability about the backfiring of the plan. 
Interviewer 




Was it a good idea to teach Tigger a lesson? 
No, because it backfired. 
And if it hadn't backfired? 
No, because you always do the same thing, 
don't you? 
He Ci .e.Tigger] would still have found his way 
back. 
This attitude about the future of the plan and the probable 
failure of any future plan may indicate a subconscious real i-
zation of the principle of what Piaget terms "immanent 
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.justice", i.e. the plan backfired on Rabbit because he de-
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served to be lost because it was unkind of him to want to lose 
Tigger, and therefore any future plan wil I also fai I. It may 
also indicate an inability to evaluate the story. Debbie's 
"because it will happen to Rabbit again" and BenJamin's •you 
always do the same thing, don't you?" suggest that they cannot 
conceive of anything different happening. This relates to 
Applebee's studies on story evaluation with this age group in 
which he points out, "there is I ittle compunction to ,iustify a. 
, 
chain of reasoning, nor is there much awareness of contradictory 
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or paradoxical conclusions. 0 This occurs because the story is 
viewed egocentrically, i.e. the story is nice because I I iKe it. 
Egocentric reasoning and inability to evaluate the behaviour of 
characters are evident when Piglet's feelings about the plan are 
considered. Piglet is the only character to display any tenden-
c i es towards co-opera ti •Je reasoning by showing concern for what 
Tigger's feelings may be. His doubts are dispelled when Rabbit 
assures him that Christopher Robin would consider it a good deed 
and he capitulates because of his need to be approved by his 
friends and by Christopher Robin, the closest equivalent to an 
authority figure in this story, <He seems to be conforming to 
Kohlberg's "good boy/nice girl" morality.) Host children do not 





Why was Piglet unsure about the plan? 
I don't know. 
He mentioned it wa.s a cold day. 





In ter•J i ewer 
Ken 





Yes. Why was he thinking about the weather? 
I don't ~:no11J. 




I don't Know. 
So Piglet was thinking about how Tigger would 
feel all lost and alone in the mist, but why 
do you think the others didn't think about it? 
(Pause.) Was that Kind of them? 
No. 
So what should they have done? 
<Pause.) I don't knot,J, 
Even when really probing questions are asked Ken is unable to say 
why Piglet behaved as he did or to suggest alternative behaviour. 
Debbie suggests alternatives, but her later ansi..11ers shm,i that she 
does not really understand Piglet's problem, and she resorts to 




















When Rabbit saw that it was a cold and misty 
day, what could he have done? 
Stayed at home. 
So you don't thinK he should've gone? 
No. 
And if you were Piglet and you'd thought about 
how Tigger would feel, what would you do? 
I'd Keep him at home. 
So you would've told him about the plan? 
Yes. 
And what do you think Rabbit would've thought 
of Piglet? 
Sorry. [Totally misunderstood the question.] 
Yes, sorry. 
So you think Rabbit would've felt sorry? And 
what do you think he would've done to Piglet? 
<Pause.) Do you think he would be pleased? 
Yes. 
No. 
So do you think he might be cross with Piglet? 
Um, maybe. 
So why do you think Piglet didn't stop the 
pl an? · 
He didn't want Tigger to bounce. 
Other responses are egocentric in nature which suggests that the 
children's understanding of Piglet's reasoning is egocentric. 
103 
Suggestions as to what he could have done relate primarily to 
things that 1;.iou Id have made his .Q.!1f!. e>:per i ence more 
comfortable. 
In ter·v i e1JJer 
Benjamin 





In ter•J i ewer· 
Why was Piglet doubtful about the plan? 
He thought he would get lost in the mist. 
What would you have done if you were Piglet? 
I would take a map. 
I would remember my way. 
Why was Piglet doubtful about the plan at 
first? 
He thought it wasn't a nice day and he'd get 
lost. 
What would you have done if you were Piglet 
when he saw the weather was bad? 
I'd only go out walking in a furry hat. 
I'd have screamed out, "Drop the whole plan, 
it's no good on such a misty day!" 
I'd wear a tracksuit. 












In ter•J i ewer 
Both 
In ter•J i ewer 
David 
Karen 
Piglet didn't feel sure about the plan at 
first. Why do you think that was? 
Because he 1 iked Tigger. 
So was he thinking how Tigger might feel? 
Yes. 
Why do you think Piglet agreed to go on with 
the plan after thinking about Tigger's being 
sad? 
Because then the others wouldn't 1 ike him. 
So he thought he'd better do what the others 
wanted him to do? 
Yes. 
Do you sometimes do that? You do something and 
you don't really want to, but you think, 
0 What'll my friends say?• 
Yes. 
Is it right to do that? 
No. 
What do you think Piglet should've done? 
Not agreed. 
He should've not agreed to the plan. 
David recognizes that it is Piglet's liking for Tigger and not 
an egocentric idea that he, Piglet, might get lost in the mist 
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which makes him uncertain about the plan. He is also able to 
understand that it is Piglet's need for approval that maKes him 
continue with the plan, and is honest enough to admit that he 
sometimes does the same as Piglet even though he knows it is not 
right. In spite of the fact that both chi_ldren feel that Piglet 
should not have agreed to the plan, they are unable to suggest 
suitable alternative behaviour. 
In ter·•J i ewer· What would you have done if you were Piglet 
and you saw it was a cold and misty day? 
Karen 
David 
: I wouldn,.t go. 
In ter·v i et,ier 
Karen 
David 
Yes, I'd stay at home. 
And what about Tigger and the plan? 
I wouldn't think about it. 
Nor tJJOU 1 d I • 
Piglet's responsibility in their view seems to extend only as far 
as distancing himself from the plan. By disass?~iating himself 
from the others his conscience may be clear, but it does not 
prompt him to do anything that might be unpleasant I ike, for 
example, trying to persuade them to abandon the plan. Their 
understanding of Piglet,.s reasoning, although it shows greater 
depth than the others, remains essentially egocentric. Their 
view is indicative of a different type of egocentrism, however, 
because they have worked through his reasoning process. They can 
see what he ought to have done, but are also able to understand 
why he did not act. 
As Alison Lurie points out, "Writing about the Pooh books ••• 
has been awkward (if not impossible) since 1963, when Frederick 
31 
C. Crews published The Pooh Perplex," and therefore any 
attempt at analysis runs the risk of becoming another Pooh 
32 
Perplex essay. This attempt will concentrate on moral 
elements and bypass 1 iterary criticism. 
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This story is not a moralistic one and yet it involves issues 
of a moral nature, namely an attempt to teach a lesson and the 
inadvertent learning of a lesson. The purpose of the story seems 
to be to amuse the audience rather than to mal<e a mora I statement 
and normally its moral elements would not be considered, but 
because the story forms part of this study its potential ability 
to stimulate moral reasoning is assessed. 
The manner in which Rabbit learns his lesson is amusing, but it 
is also s-crupulously fair because what happens to him is exactly 
what he intended to happen to Tigger. The point that he has 
learnt a lesson is not laboured and therefore children are spared 
the notion that they were meant to learn something. The operation 
of moral Justice is easily understood in reciprocal terms and the 
incident is therefore unlikely to stimulate moral thinking beyond 
acceptance of the fairness of the situation. 
Piglet exhibits a more complex moral reasoning process and 
although the responses indicate that it is not generally 
understood, it does offer the reader who is able to reason the 
opportunity to examine Piglet~s moral choices. The fact that 
the reader is presented with a situation which involves a moral 
choice is more important than the fact that Piglet makes the 
•wrong• choice because of egocentric reasoning. Responses seem 
to indicate that the story is useful as a test of present moral 
reasoning, but that its potential ability to stimulate moral 
thinking is unlikely to be realized without adult prompting. 
3. 7 THE FORGOTTEN RABBITS. IN THE ADVENTURES OF MR PINK-
t.JHI STLE. ENID SLYTON 
Winnie and Morris neglect their pet rabbits as soon as the 
novelty of having pets wears off. One of the rabbits tries to 
escape by gnawing through the wire and gets stuck. Mr Pink-
Whistle, tiJho is half-human and half-brownie, hears its cr·ies, 
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rescues it and hears how Winnie and Morris forget to feed their 
rabbits and clean their cages. As "putting things right" is Mr 
Pink-Whistle's self-appointed mission in 1 ife, he sets the 
rabbits free, makes himself invisible and Jumps on the children's 
beds, leaving dirty footprints on the sheets. As the children 
are about to eat he throoJs their dinner out of the windotiJ. Their 
aunt, thinking that they are responsible, sends them to bed 
where they are horrified to discover H~ Pink-Whistle's handi-
work. After repeating the process by thr01,i,1ing their' chocolate 
and biscuits out of the window and Jumping on their freshly 
made beds, Mr Pink-Whistle makes h.imself visible and explains 
his behaviour. The ashamed children go to feed the rabbits and 
are very upset to find them gone. 
"It's a hard lesson,• said Mr Pink-Whistle, fee1·1ng sad. 
"But learn it, my dears, and you'll be happier in the 
future - and so will your pets. Good-bye!" (p. 121) 
This story is interesting in that it does not have the usual Enid 
Slyton happy ending, although the ending can be considered a 
satisfying one for child readers concerned with Justice because 
the children are punished for their neglect of the rabbits. The 
understanding of good and evil is fairly simplistic - the good, 
innocent rabbits (although they suffer temporarily) are rewarded 
with freedom and the bad children are made to experience the same 
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type of suffering that the rabbits endured. The punishment falls 
into the category of what Piaget terms •sheer reciprocity" and 
the fact that the administration of the punishment is amusing 
clearly adds to its appeal. Four children said that they I iked 
best the part where Mr Pink-Whistle thro•...is Winnie and Morris's 
food away because it is funny, This could be classified as a 
pure 1 Y egocentric r·esponse to the punishment ( i .e. I 1 i Ke it 
because it makes me laugh; therefore it is a good punishment>, 
but the children also show an awareness of the fairness of the 
punishment. They agree that it was right for Hr Pink-Whistle to 
do what he did because the children deserved it. Host interesting 
responses are elicited when the children are asked to suggest 
alternatives to Mr PinK-Whistle's punishment, when the question 
of whether i t is right to thrOIIJ away food is raised and VJhen the 
reform process is evaluated. 
One child, Leonardo, displays total inabi Ii ty to consider 
anything beyond the ·confines of the story he has been told and 
he continually lapses into a narrative rather than evaluative 
response, which indicates that he regards the story as an 
absolute entity which cannot change. Evaluation of why something 
happened or consideration of alternatives is for him a pointless 
exercise. When asked if Mr Pink-Whistle could have done something 
other than throwing ar...iay their food, he retells the part of the 




Yes, that's what he did, but could he have done 
anything else? 
Yes, yes, when .•• when their mother wasn/t looking 
he could/ve grabbed their plates and just throw the 
food out of the tiJindow and then the food was .iust 
lying on the ground and ,,, and the mother was very 
cross. 
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His use of the word "could've" to describe what actually happens 
further illustrates his inability to conceptualize anything out-
side of the story. Other suggestions of alternatives offered are 
a similar though slightly more sever• punishment and unrelated 













In terv i e~11er 
Keri 
Do you think he could've done anything else? 
Yes, I would say when they go to school he 
takes a 11 their sandwiches and ,iu ice out their 
bottles and when they're sitting down to eat, 
he puts all the cake and stuff into their face 
What could he have done? 
He could have given them hidings. 
And would that have been better? 
Yes. 
And, Brendon, could he have done anything 
else? 
Yes, he could but that was the best lesson. 
So what he did was the best? 
Wei 1, one of them (He suggests breaking their 
toys). 
And what do you think would've happened if 
he'd just spoken to them and said, "Look your 
rabbits are very unhappy." 
That wouldn't be any good because they'd just 
ignore him. 
So you think there are some things you must be 
punished for? 
Yes, if we're naughty we must be punished. 
Anna and Vanessa's responses change when an alternative to the 
punishment is asked for. At first they agree that it was right 








In ter·•J i ewer 
Vanessa 
Could Mr Pink-Whistle have done anything else? 
Yes. 
What could he do? 
He could've just told them to treat their pets 
proper I y. 
Would that have been better than what he did? 






Interv i et.ier· 
~)anessa 
Inter·v i ewer 
Vanessa 





What do you think about the throwing a1,11ay of 
the food? 
It's wasting, because there are a lot of 
people that don't have enough to eat, so it's 
not fair to throw away other people's food. 
So do you think he should'ue Just taken it 
away? 
He should'ue given it to them [the people who 
have no food] or he shouldn't have taken it 
away. 
So do you think he should'ue Just spoken to 
them? 
Yes. 
But do you think they would've learnt their 
lesson if he Just spoke to them? 
No. 
So why do you think he did it? 
To make them remember not to do it again. 
Although the suggestion that he $hould have spoken to them 
instead is seen to be not as effective as what he did, there is a 
hint of disappro1,al and an awareness that perhaps Mr Pink-Whistle 
has been a 1 ittle over-enthusiastic in applying sheer recipro-
city. This shows a more advanc.ed understanding of punishment 
which is 1 inked to Vanessa's ideas on wasting food. Although the 
punishment is deserved and effective (it will "make them remember 
not to do it again•>, it is wasteful as "there are a Jot of 
people that don't have enough to eat" and the implication is that 
Mr Pink-Whistle should have been aware of this and therefore 
should have known better. Other responses indicate that the 
waste of the food is Justified because Mr Pink-Whistle had good 
reasons. 








What do you usually think if people throw away 
food? 
It's bad. 
Why is it bad? 
Because it's wasting money. 
Yes. 
And what did you think when Mr.PinK-1.,Jhistle 
threw food out of the 1,11 i ndow? 
It served them right. 
So is it all right to do something you don't 
normal Jy do if there's a good reason? 
Keri 
I n t er- •.,1 i ewer 
Keri 






And do you think it was a good reason? 
Yes. 
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Was Mr Pink-Whistle still wasting food when he 
threw i t a~11ay? 
Yes, but it was right to do it because it · 
served them right. 
What do you normally feel about people who 
thr0t.11 away food? 
I t··s 11Jasteful. 
So do you think it's right? 
But you're throwing away money. 
He had 1o because they didn't feed the pets. 
There is an authoritarian understanding of the "rightness" of the 
punishment - Mr Pink-Whistle is a grown-up, an authority figure, 
and therefore he is a 11 owed to do t,Jha t others cannot. Ker- i 
exhibits a strong tendency to use authoritarian, obedience/ 
punishment type reasoning as even the rabbits are recipients of 
her moral censure. 









What normally happens if animals go into the 
vegetable patch and eat up vegetables? 
The owner gets cross. 
So were they right to eat the vegetables? 
No. 
Why not? 
Beca•Jse they weren't allooJed to. 
I think they should because they didn't get 
food in the cage. 
So was this 1 ike stealing vegetables? 
No, not so bad. 
Brendon is able to realize that the rabbit's need for food 
justifies their eating from the •Jegetable patch whereas Keri sees 
it as transgression of an absolute rule, and therefore wrong. 
Motivation for behaviour is not a factor in her reasoning 
process. Her credibility becomes questionable on the subject of 
being taught a lesson. Presumably she is answering in the tJJay she 










Is it a good thing to teach someone a lesson? 
Yes. 
And do you 1 i Ke i t when someone teaches :tou a 
lesson? 
Yes. 
Are YOU glad? 
Yes. 
No, I don't 1 i ke it, but 1,,Je need to have a 
lesson. 
The final aspect of this story to be evaluated is whether Winnie 
and Morris undergo a process of reform, i.e. has the punishment 
created not only a short-term a1,,Jareness of the discomfort the 
rabbits experienced but also a long-term improvement in Winnie 



















How do you think Winnie and Morris would treat 
new pets? 
Very nice. 
I thinK they'd thinK a bit more. 
Why do you think they'd treat them better? 
Because they've learnt a lesson and found out 
what's going to happen tci them. 
They would learn that they ••. and they don't 
want it to happen otherwise they have to do 
this again and they've learnt a big lesson. 
How do you think Winnie and Morris wil I treat 
any new pets they might have? 
They would treat them wel 1. 
Why? 
Because they don't want to lose them. 
They treat them well because they're scared 
that Mr PinK-Whistle will let them go again. 
and teach them another lesson. 
If Winnie and Morris's mother bought them 




Because the last one they lost. 
They got punishment. 
Why do you think they'll look after the next 
one better? 
They had a lesson. 
Because they got punished so they have to look 
after it. 
















Because they said, "We'll never do that 
again,• and then they went downstairs and they 
saw no rabbits and then Hr Pink-Whistle said, 
"I made your rabbits go away because you are 
cruel to them.u [Leonardo resorts to narration 
again instead of evaluation.] 
How ~11ou 1 d they treat nei11 pets? 
They' 11 treat them •.• um ••• they' 11 give 
them all new hay and new food and clean their 
cage out. 
Why do you think they would do that? 
Because Mr Pink-Whistle will come again and 
then they'll get into all sorts of trouble 
again. 
Although there is a general consensus of opinion that Winnie and 
Morris will not beha•Je in the same way again, the story does not 
appear to have stimulated the children's thinking about positive 
reasons why Winnie and Horris wi 11 behave differently. Their 
prime motivation for behaving differently is seen to be fear that 
Mr Pink-Whistle will return, and therefore the respondents are 
operating on the obedience/punishment level of reasoning. To 
paraphrase Kay: "The right thing to do is to avoid angering Mr 
Pink~Whistle; the wrong thing to do is to assert one's own 
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lJJill. 11 The story presents the reader with a situation in which 
Justice of the "tit-for-tat" Kind is done. Reciprocal punishment 
is meted out and is reinforced as •right" by its amusing nature. 
The reader is not required to make any personal moral Judgements 
as there is no ambiguity apparent in the situation; the children 
are wrong, Mr Pink-Whistle is right, and they deserve their 
punishment. The story therefore appeals to readers who are using 
obedience/punishment type reasoning, but does not offer much 
scope for stimulating reasoning of any other type. It is doubtful 
whether the children would have spontaneously questioned the 
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morality of Mr PinK-Whistle's wasting food if they had not been 
prompted to consider the usual attitude. It cannot be ascertained 
whether or not the story reinforces obedience/punishment type 
reasoning, but the children/s responses seem to suggest that its 
moral tone is.undet"stood to be authoritar·ian. It appears that 
although the punishment is of a reciprocal nature, its influence 
as punishment negates any effect it may have in stimulating 
reciprocity as a motivation for future treatment of animals, 
i.e. it is not envisaged that the children will treat their pets 
well because they understand how the pets feel and do not want to 
cause them to suffer, but because they fear punishment. 
3.8 CONCLUSION 
For reasons out! ined in Chapter 1, rigid categorization of 
children into moral stages was never considered an element of 
this study and therefore analyses refer to Piagetian and 
Kohlbergian stages to indicate a facet of the type of reasoning 
employed by children and not as a means of enabling allocation 
of particular children to fixed stages. The responses to 
individual stories have already been analysed in detail and 
therefore the emphasis in this conclusion is on the diversity 
of responses and moral reasoning elicited by the stories rather 
than a comparati1Je evaluation of their moral content. 
The analyses indicate that there is great diversification of 
reasoning within this 6- to 8-year-old group, ranging from total 
inability to evaluate the story at all <Leonardo's narrative 
instead of analytical response) to fairly complicated interpre-
tive religious reasoning (Victoria's statement: "because when 
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Jesus Kisses things that haven't been nice for a long time they 
become good.•) The var· i e ty of th,.. different types of reasc,n i n9 
used is evident not only within the group as a whole, but also 
in the responses of the same chi Id as mentioned in the .analyses. 
It would appear, therefore, that assessment of the analyses 
should include the compilation of a composite picture of common 
features as well as the range of moral reasoning which the 
children display, 
The children seem to have developed the ability to distinguish 
between good and evil. They are able to recognize basic diff-
erences between 9ood and evil characters, but are less able to 
assess the motivation for doing evil <e.g. the ugly princess is 
horrible because she is ugly and the queen is wicked because she 
is a witch or because she works for the d•vil), There seems to 
be some confusion in deciding whether a character is good or 
bad when the role is non-stereotypical or not clearly defined, 
especially if the character's behaviour is in conflict with an 
author-itarian understanding of good. Tigger's bounciness and the 
rabbits' consumption of vegetables in the vegetable patch are 
examples of •uncertain" behaviour. When a character is clearly 
recognized as a good character the motivation for doing good is 
usually well expressed in responses. This is particularly true 
of the stories in which good characters undergo suffering in 
order to help others. The children recognize the difficulty of 
Nelly's Journey and Elisa's task and although they do not regard 
the suffering as fair, they accept it as necessary because they 
can understand that love is the motivating force which enables 
Nelly and Elisa to do what they feel they have to do. Responses 
indicate that children's views on evil, or <to express it Jess 
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strongly) "badness", are closely related to the concept of 
punishment, especially 1JJhen the beha•Jiour and/or attitudes of 
a bad character are seen to undergo a change for the better. 
It is not surprising that children in thfs age group display a 
clear understanding of punishment as it almost certainly features 
prominent 1 y in their ever·:tday 1 i fe. 
Generally punishment is regarded as necessary, although it is 
unpleasant, and it is considered to be fair when the person who 
is punished deserves punishment. Punishment is often viewed as 
a natural consequence of doing something bad, and therefore it is 
regarded as inevitable that the punishment will be repeated if 
the action is repeated. One of the most frequently mentioned 
motivating factors in the reform of a character is the punishment 
he or she has received and avoidance of further punishment is 
seen as the primary reason for the change to be a long-term one. 
Even 1;Jhen, as in the case of Rabbit, the reform of the character 
,, is the result of bad fortune rather ·than direct punishment, his 
' 
change in attitude towards Tigger is seen to be long-lasting 
mainly because he does not want to be lost in the forest again. 
Only one out of six respondents suggested that he would not try 
to teach Tigger a lesson again because he would no longer want 
to. 
When reform takes pl ace 'in a story where the bad character is 
not officially punished (e.g. Willie is not punished by his 
parents although he is made to feel ashamed of himself when Nelly 
arrives), it is accepted and regarded to be a long-term change. 
The attitude towards punishment appears to be context-related 
which seems to indicate that a situation in a story which in-
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values punishment is not the most effective way of presenting 
a moral idea because instead of encouraging children to think 
about why they should not do the bad thing it is more 1 ikely 
to ma~:e them consider how the punishment c,:iuld be avoided. It 
appears therefore that situations which involve punishment may 
tend to reinforce thinking of the obedience/punishment type. 
There is great difficulty in attempting to assess the degree to 
which children are successful in relating their moral responses 
to 1 iterature to their everyday thinking. The moral problem in 
the story is generally understood in context-dependent terms, and 
therefore the children may approve or disapprove of a character's 
behaviour because they are able to Judge it in terms of what 
happens in a particular story. When the problem is related to 
their own situation, it often seems irrelevant, especially when 
the children still hold a largely egocentric viet~ of their own 
situation. There is therefore no direct evidence to confirm that 
their moral responses are indicative of the types of responses 
they might make in a real life situation, but there is a possi-
bility that the transition may take place. There is certainly 
evidence that the transition takes place in the opposite direc-
tion as children include aspects of their own experience in their 
description of what happens in a story (e.g. IJictoria's own 
beliefs become part of the story when she says that Jesus would 
make the flowers bloom in the giant's garden). 
It must once again be stressed that the aim of this study is to 
investigate immediate responses to situations in 1 iterature 
and therefore the evaluation of moral reasoning tends to concen-
trate on what is believed to be the children's existing moral 
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reasoning. No attempt has been made to teach children to use a 
certain type of moral reasoning or to extend their present 
reasoning; the ways in wh1ch this study may contribu~ to future 
research is discussed in the final chapter. Evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the 1 iterature in stimulating moral reasoning, 
although it does include consideration of the potential stimu-
lation of thought, essentially centres on the stimulation of 
existing reasoning. The variety of responses demonstrates that 
there can be no "expected" response to a story and therefore it 
would appear that writers who attempt to convey a strong moral 
message are unlikely to make a lasting impression. It is ques-
tionable whether any story, whether moralistic or fantastic, 
will have a long-lasting effect, but in terms of short-term 
effectiveness it appears that different types of stories do 
affect moral reasoning. Even though it may contain issues 
beyond children's cognitive understanding, a story which creates 
a situation which encourages children to reason through a moral 
problem is 1 iKely to be morally more effective than a story in 
which the moral problem, although it may be clearly outlined, 
is not worked through by the reader in any depth because the 
solution to the problem is a given entity rather than something 
which is discovered by the reader. 
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CHAPTER 4. I MAG I NATI ON AND MORAL CHOI CE: ANALYSIS OF THE 
LITERATURE & RESPONSES OF THE OLDER GROUP 
4 .1 INTRODUCTION 
Nine stories representing the works of seven authors were 
selected for analysis in this section. Because of the specia-
I ized nature of their subJect matter, two stories by each of the 
following authors were selected: Enid Slyton (The Mystery of 
I 2 
the Disappearing Cat, The Six Bad Boys 
3 
) and Patricia 
4 
M. St. John ,: Rainbow Garden, Star of Light ) . The other 
5 
works are: Louisa May Alcott's Little Women, Susan Cooper's 
,5 
The Dark is Rising, Madeleine L'Engle's A Wrinkle in 
7 
Time, C.S. Lewis''s The Lion, the Witch and the 
8 9 
Wardrobe, and J.R.R. Tolkien's The Hobbit. 
As with the stories selected for the younger group, these stories 
cannot be definitively categorized as moralistic in nature be-
cause the categories of moral ism and fantasy have been shown not 
to be mutually exclusive. There is a distinction however, between 
fantasy and non-fantasy. The non-fantasy works are Little 
l.Jomen, Rainbov..i Garden, Star of Light, The Mystery 
of the Disappearing Cat and The Six Bad Boys, whereas the 
others can all be classified as fantasy because of their other-
worldly involvement. 
This chapter comprises seven sections besides the introduction 
and conclusion. In order to avoid repetition of comments of a 
general or critical nature about authors who are represented 
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by two stories, after the introduction the division is made 
under author headings. This is merely a convenient descriptive 
delineation and is not intended to indicate the placing of undue 
emphasis on the role of the author in assessment of reader 
response 1 Responses to the questionnaire show that children in 
this age group take cognisance of the author in their selection 
of books (e.g. "I like all Willard Price books", "I hate Enid 
Slyton books•), and therefore the author is given more attention 
in this chapter, but with careful avoidance of the creation of 
an intentional fallacy situation. Because the idea of moral 
purpose and its integration in the I iterary work are important 
areas of investigation in th i ~. study, and because the awareness 
of complexity in moral issues is 1 ikely to be heightened in the 
older group, the approach in discussion of responses to the 
stor·ies differs. l4hereas the author and textual components in 
10 
Purves's model of I iterary integration were discussed to a 
lesser degree in the previous chapter, greater emphasis is 
placed an these components in this chapter. 
With the exception of St. John the authors are well-known 
children's writers and therefore critical material on the works 
does exist. Evaluation of critical material does not imply a 
move away from the important aspect of reader response to a 
structuralist textual approach. The concentration an textual 
details, on the contrary, is a direct means of enhancing reader 
response. This study is directed at examining a specific type 
of respon»e, namely that of children to moral elements in the 
stories they have read. The study therefore imp I ici tly demands 
that the texts contain situations in which moral questions arise, 
and therefore texts have been specifically and deliberately 
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chosen in the hope that they will produce interesting moral 
responses. 
Although the texts are all concerned with the treatment of good 
and evil in some form, the emphasis on the type of mor·al situa-
tion discussed also shifts. Like the stories for the younger 
• group a number of texts involve situations in which characters 
change their behaviour, but whereas punishment was an important 
determining factor in effecting reform in the younger group, 
motivation for behaviour is now considered more important. 
Children tend to have moved away from an obedience/punishment 
orientation tot,Jards recognition of the impor·tance of gaining 
others' approval <Kohlberg's Stage 3 in moral development). 
As well as this more complex understanding of changes in 
character, investigation and discussion are centred on moral 
concepts of a more abstract nature 1 ike betrayal, forgiveness, 
and love as a force for overcoming evil. Good and evil are con-
sidered in a wider context than simply their effect on society 
as demonstrated by good and bad characters - the idea of a con-
stant struggle bet\lJeen good and e•Ji I is explored in some texts. 
Questionnaires and the follow-up inter•.Jie,,.,.s are purposefully 
structured in an open-ended way in order to aLl0tiJ spontaneous 
suggestions of incidents considered by the respondents to be 
important, but generally discussion tends to centre on the 
incidents isolated by me. As far as possible leading questions 
are avoided, but children are prompted on occasion when res-
ponses fail to address the moral issue. Discussion is loose 1 Y 
structured around D.W.Harding's system of assessment of reader 
10 
response, involving empathy with the characters, evaluation 
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of their actions (these two elements are applied to the younger 
group as well), and understanding of acceptance or reJection of 
ualues implied by the author's interests and attitudes. The last 
element of response is not el ici·ted by means of direct question-
ing about the author's attitudes as the children's response 
to the values expressed is of primary importance. They are 
not asked whether they accept or reJect ualues because their 
evaluation of value:. is interpreted from their general responses. 
4. 2 LOU I SA MAY ALCOTT, LITTLE WOMEN 
Little Women was first published in 1867 and is still widely 
read by young girls today, Its popularity is not an issue which 
wil 1 be explored too deeply, but attention is concentrated on 
the moral values it embodies, the way they are expressed and how 
children respond to them. 
The story deals with the trials and tribulations of the March 
family, "Marmee" and four daughters, while Mr March is away at 
war. Mrs March reminds them how they used to play Pilgrim's 
Progress and encourages them to continue. 
Our burdens are here, our road is before us, and the longing 
for goodness and happiness is the guide that leads us 
through many troubles and mistakes to the peace which is a 
true Celestial City. Now, my 1 ittle pilgrims, suppose you 
begin again not in play, but in earnest, and see how far 
on you can get before father comes home (p. 9). 
Throughout the book they struggle with their "burdens•, Meg's 
vanity, Jo's temper, Am:>1's pride and selfishness and Beth's fear 
of strangers. That the book contains moralistic passages cannot 
be disputed, but the author's methods in conveying her values 
are innovative for her time. By the introduction of characters 
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unl il<e the current saintly stereotype (to ~·Jhich Beth tends to 
conform), she makes the moral ism more a,:ceptabl e to the reader. 
Jo's character is appealing not only because her behaviour is 
non-conformist and unladylike (she whistles and runs!), but 
because she has courage. (She sells her hair to earn money to 
to help her injured father·.) The following extract illustrate·; 
how Alcott tempers the morals with humour. Amy has been repri-
manded for being conceited. 
"I see, it's nice to have accomplishments, and be elegant; 
b1Jt not to show off or get perKed up," said Amy thought-
fu 11 y. 
"These things are always seen and felt in a person's manner 
and conversation if modestly used, but it is not necessary 
to display them," said Mrs March. 
"Any more than it's proper to wear all your bonnets and 
gowns and ribbons at once, that folks may knm,J you've got 
them," added Jo; and the lecture ended in a laugh. (p. 64) 
Historically, she was an innovator and has been referred to as 
"that sensible revolutionary who opened the windows in all the 
ouershuttered, ouergimcracked, overplushed houses of children's 
11 
literature. The boisterous air of 1 ife came in." It is this 
"air of 1 ife" found in the book which has maintained her popu-
larity, because the March girls, although "apt to be painful" 
\ 
when good, are realistically bad, as Janeway points out. 
Miss Alcott preached, and the conclusions she came to are 
frequently too good to be true; but the facts of emotion 
that she started with were real. She might end by softening 
the ways to deal with them, but she began by looKing them 
in the eye. Her girls were jealous, mean, silly and lazy; 
and for a hundred years jealous, mean, silly, and lazy girls 
have been ardently grateful for the chance to read about 
themselves. If Miss Alcott's prescriptions for curing their 
sins are too simple, it doesn't alter the fact that her 
diagnoses are clear, unequivocal, and humanly right. It must 
have been a heavenly re 1 i ef a hundred years ago to 1 earn 
that one's faults were not unique. Today I suspect that it 
12:3 
is a relief to be told to take them seriously and struggle 
\IJi th them; that it is important to be good. 12 
It is perhaps because of the realistic nature of her characters 
and their problems that the author succeeds in creating a 
situation in which the reader, like the March girls, Knows but 
does not mind that she is being lectured because of the way in 
which it is done. The very elements which the modern reader may 
find strange, and 1/Jhich Bragg admits he finds "difficult to 
digest•, are the one's which he stresses as important: 
The insistence on a Christian morality, on rules, on the 
author stepping in to teach and help alongt,J on the 
sentimental softening - al I this is what gives the book 
its force: for beneath the conventional religion and 
morality of her day, the writer is dealing with good and 
evil and the perennial struggle between character and 
env i r·onrnen t. 13 
The incident chosen for more detailed discussion is the one 
which occurs after Amy has burnt Jo's precious book of ~"r it i ngs. 
Jo swears never to forgive her and tJJhen Amy fo 11 O\IJS her when 
she goes skating with Laurie, she does not warn her about the 
dangerous ice. Piny fal Is in and is rescued, but Jo feels 
responsible, and confesses to her mother. Marmee consoles her by 
confiding that she too has a bad temper which she has to control, 
and gives her the follo~"ing advice. 
My child, the troubles and temptations of your 1 ife are 
beginning, and may be many; but you can overcome and out-
I ive them 'all if you learn to feel the strength and tender-
ness of your Heavenly Father as you do that of your earthly 
one. The more you love and trust him, the nearer you wil I 
feel to him, and the less you will depend on human power 
and wisdom. His 1.ove and care never tire or change, can 
never be taken from you, but may become the source of 1 ife-
long peace, happiness, and strength. Believe this heartily, 
and go to God with all your 1 ittle cares, and hopes, and 
sins, and sorrows, as freely and confidingly as you come to 
your mother. (p. 74) 
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This inc.ident was selected because it gives the reader the oppor-
tun i ty to e>:press opinions on Jo and Amy'· s behaviour· and to 
attempt to understand the reasons for their behaviour. It also 
provides an "excuse" for finding out what the reader thinks about 
the Christian messages which are sprinkled throughout t~e book. 
The book is indubitabl)· sentimental in parts and has been criti-
cized for this reason on the grounds that sentimental ism mars 
14 
art. It is not the aim of this study to discuss aesthetic 
standards in great depth, but it appears that Alcott's art 1 ies 
in the fact that the rest of the book is able to carry the 
moral ism (and whether or not this happens will be investigated 
in the interviews). This ability is indicated by ,Janeway''=· com-
ment which also contains a suggestion of feminism. 
For this Victorian moral tract, sentimental and preachy, was 
written by a secret rebel against the order of the world and 
woman's place in it, and all the girls who ever read it knot,J 
i t. 15 
The respondents are able to understand why Jo was angry and they 
suggest that they would also have been angry in Jo's position, 









You said that Jo shou 1 d' ve warned Amy e1Jen 
though she was cross. So you could understand 
her being cross, but you think she should've 
been more responsible? 
Yes, because Amy could've died just because 
she t>1as cross. 
Which of the two did you think was right? 
Wei I, neither of them was right. Amy shouldn't 
have burnt the book and Jo should've warned 
her, but it was a bit more serious for Jo. 
Would Jo have forgiven Amy if she hadn't 
fa! Jen through the ice? 
Well, she probably would've, but it would've 
taken a long time. 
So she needed something drastic 1 ike this to 






In ter•J i ewer· 
Cathy 
In ter•J i et,Jer 
Cathy 
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Why do you think Jo didn't warn Amy? 
She was so cross that she didn't really think 
about anything else, she was Just thinking 
about her anger against Am)', 
Was it a big enough thing that Arny had done to 
Justify her being angry for so long? 
LJe 11 , it had been her treasure and they were 
uery poor and so the)' only had one thing they 
could treasure, so I do think it was quite a 
big thing that Ami did. Am)' knew this t•Jas Jo'-;;. 
treasured thing. 
Would Jo have stayed angry longer if something 
drastic hadn't happened? 
Yes, probably, because the anger was still in-
side her building up. 
And do you think that sometimes it needs some-
thing drastic to make people realize what 
their bad temper can .do? 
Wel 1, it does help because when there's some-
thing drastic ... she might'·ue drovmed, so 
you think ,,, well, burning a book and saving 
a I ife, there's a big difference. 
Although Amy has burnt Jo's "treasured thing", this is shown to 
be insignificant against the possible loss of 1 ife. Al though 
Lyndall and Cathy state that they would also have been angry, 
they do not suggest alternati•Je "punishments" for Amy and while 
agreeing that Jo would have stayed angry they clearly disapprove 
of her anger. There is therefore an understanding that recipro-
cal action for wrong-doing is not a solution to the problem. Amy 
deserved to be punished, but 0 She couldn't bring back the book, 
so she'd just have to show Jo that she was very sorry• (Lyndall), 
Motivation for behaviour is also considered when Judging the 
seriousness of Amy's "crime". Although Lyndall and Cathy differ 
in their decision on VJhether Amy's action wa'!r··del iberate or 
impulsive, both agree that planned.wrong-doing is worse. 
In ter•J i ewer 
Lynda 11 
InteriJ i ewer 
Lynda 11 
l.Jhy did Amy burn Jo's book? Was it 
deliberately planned or done on impulse? 
I think it was Just on impulse. 
Is that better or worse than if she'd planned 
to do it? 






Did Amy burn the booK on impulse or did she 
plan to do it? 
Yes, I think she did plan it because as Jo 
walked out she said, "I'll pay you back. 0 
Is it worse to plan something del iberatel~ or 
to do it on impulse? 
It's worse to plan it, I think, because you've 
got more time to think about what the worst 
thing is. 
They are able to recognize that wrong-doing is not absolute and 
that there are degrees of wrongness - even if the wrong action is 
the same, the reasons for doing wrong make the action better or 
worse. This is a reverse understanding of Kohlberg's idea that 
people are capable of a morally "good" action, but do not always 
perform that action for moral reasons. Finally, Jo's mother's 
advice is discussed. Both Lyndall and Cathy say that it was good 
advice and are asked why they think this. 
Lynda 11 
In ter•J i ewer 
Lynda 11 




Well, it's good to try and hold back your 
temper. 
What else did her mother tell her? 
That she also had a temper. 
And how did that help her? 
It helped to know that she wasn't the only 
one with that problem. 
What did Jo's mother tell her? 
Not to take it out on um ..• she had the 
same problem and when she married Jo's father 
she had to Keep it in not to show her· chi 1 dren 
she was bad-tempered, so she just Kept it in 
and it disappeared. So Jo should do the same 
thing. 
Although Jo's mother gives religious reasons for her ability to 
control her temper and encourages Jo to seeK God's help when she 
feels angry, the respondents do not appear to ~ave noticed this 
element of her advice. They stress the fact that Jo's mother has 
the same problem and seem to feel that Jo's identification with 
her mother's problem is what encourages her rather than her 
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mother's advice about how she controls her temper. It appears 
therefore that the re I i g i ous e I emen t, far from being found to 
be intrusive, is either not noticed or noticed but ignored. It 
does not appear to be overtly reJected because the girls enJoyed 
reading the book and expressed interest in rereading it, which 
they would not suggest if they disliked certain sections. The 
moral values portrayed in this section (the need to control one's 
temper and the need to forgive) are accepted as right by the 
respondents, so they rev ea 1 their ab i 1 i ty to reason about right 
and wrong and to consider motivation for behaviour even though 
they do not use overt religious reasoning. It can be said that 
the author has successfully conveyed moral values to these 
respondents, but that she has failed to convince them of the 
religious motivation she imparts to moral behaviour. 
4. 3 ENID SLYTON 
Much controversy surrounds the work of Enid Slyton which can 
obviously not be explored in depth here, but a brief examination 
of the polarity of views is useful as a background to the two 
works selected for analysis. 
The critical difference in opinion seems to revolve around the 
question of whether Slyton is harmful or not, and this is re-
fleeted by the attitude of critics to the way in which she por-
trays moral issues. Are her books ·•morally sound [because] right 
always triumphs, and the child characters are real and normal, 
and act in much the same manner as the children who read the 
16 
books" or are they "mediocre, calculating, morally deceitful 
17 




traits ~f children of the middle-classes"? 
Tucker, 1tJho examines children's Ii terature from a de•Jelopmental 
psychologist's perspective, adopts a tolerant attitude to Slyton 
and sees her works as necessary to children in a developmetal 
sense, 1 ikening her to a children's equivalent of Agatha Christie 
19 
in being well-ordered and predictable. He does not attempt to 
deny her escapism, but concentrates on the po·~itii.Je contributions 
which he regards her to have made to children's development. 
Apart from her social impact (charitable work encouraged by the 
societies which she founded for children), Tucker stresses the 
importance of the posi tiue self-image which her books create in 
readers, as she 
constantly presented children with a flattering and Jolly 
picture of themselves in stories where they regularly 
outwit adults, prove competent beyond their years, and in 
short have it nearly all their own 1,.1,1ay. Buying a Slyton 
book ••• was buying a good image of oneself and the world, 
where exciting things could happen almost to order, and 
where nasty repercussions could be Kept well under 
control. 20 
Although this image is a false one Tucker does not regard the 
deception as important because he suggests that the child senses 
21 
the escapism. 
Sarland uses the responses of children to Enid Slyton to suggest 
that the emotional involvement which Slyton elicits from younger 
readers enhances children's experience of symbolic play. Because 
of the conventions Slyton employs in her formula writing children 
are offered "frameworks for possible futures into which they can 
22 
'adventure' • • He agrees that this type of fiction enables 
children to make the 1 ink between symbolic play and narrative 
fiction; it enables them to grasp outside reatities by relating 
12·~ 
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them to their existing mental concepts. He stresses the 
positive cognitive function of formula fiction, but ignores the 
question of content. It appears that he regards the facility 
of reading which Slyton undoubtedly offers to be of paramount 
importance. 
Blyton's critics tend to emphasize her 1 iterary ineptitude and 
the ideological themes evident in her works. Her 1 iterary ~bil ity 
is not an issue in this study, but her moral standpoint is of 
concern, particularly because she herself was forthright in her 
vie1"'s on the sub.ject as the fol lowing extracts indicate. 
I do not write merely to entertain, as most writers for 
adults can quite legitimately do. My public do not possess 
matured minds - what is said to them in books they are apt 
to believe and follow, for the:t are credulous and immature. 
Therefore I am also a teacher and a guide (I hope) as well 
as an entertainer and bringer of pleasure. A best-selling 
writer for children (particularly the younger ages) wields 
an enormous influence. I am a mother, and I intend to use 
that influence wisely, no matter if I am, at times, labelled 
'moralist' or even 'preacher'. And my public, bless them, 
fee 1 in my books a sense of security, an anchor, a sure 
knowledge that right is always right, and that such things 
as courage and kindness deserve to be emulated. Naturally, 
the morals or ethics are intrinsic to the story - and 
therein 1 i es their true power. 24 
Herbel ief that the morals are intrinsic to her stories is 
disputed. She further claims: 
all the Christian teaching I had, in church or Sunday-
school or in my reading, has coloured every book. I have 
written for you ••• most of you could write d~"'n. perfectly 
correctly all the things that I believe in and stand for -
you have found them in my books, and a writer's books are 
always a faithful reflection of himself. 25 
There is no danger of employing the intentional fallacy here 
when the author's intention is made blatantly obvious! Quite 
apart from the fact that Blyt,:,n··s private 1 ife did not conform 
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to the ideals she portrayed, her contention that her works were 
coloured by Christian teaching and reflected her beliefs lays her 
open to critical evaluation ~f the moral tenor of her stories. 
lngl is's uiew is precisely the opposite of Sarland's. He too 
deals with Slyton's effect (or, in his case, lack of effect) on 
the imagination, but his assessment is more closely I inked to the 
moral dimension. He posits that Slyton "precisely occupied the 
26 
frame of moral reference of her m1,1n books" and this certainly 
echoes what the author herself seems to suggest, but he sees it 
as a narrm~ and nega ti •..ie frame of reference which instead of 
stimulating the imagination produces works of one-dimensional 
reflections of the world so that in his view "children read Enid 
27 
Slyton in order to avoid 'using their imaginations'". 
It has been noted that she is able to reflect with "discomfor-
ting accuracy •.• some of the nastier traits of children of the 
28 
middle-classes", but she does so in a way which implicitly 
condones rather than creates awareness of the undesirability 
of their snobbery; there is a "tendency to give approval to 
29 
thoroughly bad natural instincts - to corrupt, in factn. 
Specific moral situations are examined in the discussion of the 
two works. The first is one of a series of books written about 
the same characters and is therefore examined in the 1 i gh t of 
formula fiction, whereas the second story is a single attempt at 
i realistic story about Juvenile delinquency. 
4.3.1 The Mystery of the Disappearing Cat 
, 
The story is one of a series about a group of child,ren, the Five 
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Find-Outers and Dog, who solve mysteries in their school 
holidays. The plots differ circumstantially, but a regular 
feature of each story is that the children always outwit the 
village pol iceman, Mr Goon, in a most humiliating fashion. Out-
witting the pol ice is a common theme in detective fiction (e.g. 
Dorothy Sayer's Lord Peter Wimsey inevitably solves the case 
30 
before the pol ice do ), but it is generally not accompanied by 
ritual humiliation of the unfortunate pol iceman. Ray discusses 
Blyton's portrayal of Goon in another story in the series. 
The most regrettable lapse of taste comes in the character 
of Hr· Goon, the village policemen, and there is some 
justification for all the criticism made of this particular 
character portrayal. The children's attitude to Hr Goon is 
quite deplorable and seems totally unnecessary to the 
unfolding of the plot except possibly to give slightly more 
urgency to their detective activities. 31 
Even Tucker (whose generally positive response to Blyton is out-
1 ined above) does not condone her portrayal of Goon, although 
he wrongly describes him as an enemy of the Famous Five. He 
points out that because of Goon's stupidity no one 
questions the cruelty with which he is teased, or ever dis-
plays any compassion for him during the final humiliation 
he is always made to suffer when dressed down by his 
Detective Inspector - in this case a particular friend and 
social equal of the Famous Five. 0 32 
The sport of "Goon baiting" which the Find-Outers enjoy would be 
an unfortunate but understandable reflection of the children's 
character if confined to children, but when Goon's humiliation 
is given the official stamp of approval (implicitly by the author 
and exp! icitly by Inspector Jenks) it acquires the taint of class 
consciousness. 
In this story th~ children discover that one of Lady Candl ing's 
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Siamese cats has been stolen by Tupping, the gardener, who has 
tried to put the blame on his assistant, Luke. Goon believes 
Tupping and when he discovers the Find-Outers in the cats' cage, 
he assumes that they are also involved and reports them to 
Inspector Jenks. Fatty, the leader of the group, informs Jenks 
that they have solved the mystery and they all meet at Lady 
Candi ing's house. Goon is expecting the Inspector to reprimand 
the childr·en, but instead he allovJs Fatty to describe ho\lJ they 
discovered Tupping's involvement. Tupping crinfesses, but as Goon 
leads him off, the Inspector reprimands Goon in front of all 
present. 
"You do not seem to have sh,::ine at a 11 in this case, Goon, he 
said. "You appear to have made enemies of those who were on 
the right track, and to have actually made friends with the 
thief himself. I hope in future you 1>.1ill be a little more 
careful. I trust you agree with me?" 
uEr - yes, sir; certainly, sir," said poor Goon, looking 
very woeful al 1 of a sudden. "Did my be~t, sir." 
"We 11 , very fortunately these chi 1 dren did better than your 
best, Goon," said the Inspector. "I think we can be very 
grateful to them for their work in solving the Mystery of 
the Disappearing Cat. I hope that is your opinion too, 
Goon?" 
"Oh yes, sir," said Goon, purple in the face now. "Very 
clever children, sir. Pleasure to know them, sir." (pp. 125, 
126) 
The questionnaires introduce the idea of the relationship between 
Hr Goon and the children, and the incident described above is 
discussed in the follow-up interviews. 
Amy 1 ikes Hr Goon as a character because he is silly and funny, 




In terv i e~<1er 
Arny 












Inter•,1 i ewer 
Amy 
Mr Goon wasn't pleased about the fact that the 
children solved the mystery. You said if you 
were Mr Goon you would also have been cross 
with the children, so did you think they 
treated him fairly? 
Yes, well, if I was the pol iceman I would say 
that the chi ldr·en mustn·'t interfere in the 
pol iceman's worK. 
So h~ deserved it because he wasn't firm 
enough? 
Yes, he wasn't clever enough. 
And what Kind of person do you think he was 
inside? 
Well, I think he was a'nice person, but he was 
a bit stupid. But he was a nice person. 
Why do you thinK the children didn't 1 ike him? 
Because he kept tel 1 ing them to shoo and to 
stop interfe~ing. 
Was that a good reason for disliking him? 
Yes. 
If you were one of them would you also not 
like him? 
Yes. 
But if you were in the pol iceman's position 
how ~<1ou 1 d you regard them? . 
I would think that they shouldn't interfere. 
So if you had to Judge as an outsider, who 
would you say is behaving best? 
The chi 1 dren. 
I..Jhy? 
Because the children want to have fun so they 
can. 
Margie disl iKes Goon because of the way he behaves towards the 











Do you think they treated him with respect? 
No. 
Do you think they should have? 
Um, well, I wouldn't because he's such a pain. 
(Laughs.) 
So you don't think he deserved to be treated 
with respect? 
No. 
Do you think you would've behaved 1 iKe the 
chi 1 dren? 
Probably. (Laughs.) 
And do you think that's the right way to 
behave? 
Yes. 
She suggests that Mr Goon should have allowed the children to 
solve the mystery, then decides that he had to do his Job, but 
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concludes, "f,,Jell, I probably ~"ould'i,e left them alone because 
it's quite nice to see small chi Jdren doing that." 
Both Margie and Amy identify strongly with the children. 
Although the question of social c)ass does not emerge from their 
responses, Goon is clearly viewed as intellectually inferior to 
the children and is therefore regarded as being undeserving of 
of respect. In moral terms BJyton's characters operate primaril"l 
on an egocentric level; they solve mysteries and bring criminals 
to Justice not because they have strong moral values but because 
they enJoy the self-importance which it brings. Although Margie 
sees that her suggestion that Goon should have left the children 
to solve the mystery alone is impractical, her feeling for the 
children overrides her logical assessment that he had to do his 
.fob. Amy claims that she would also have told the children not to 
interfere, but wh~n asked for an obJective evaluation, she sides 
with the children. Her reasoning is purely egocentric: "Because 
the children want to have fun so they can." It seems therefore 
that although Amy and Margie are able to reason cognitively 
about the interaction between Goon and the Find-Outers, their 
decision about the "rightness" of behaviour is influenced by 
emotion rather than reason. 
When the reprimanding of Mr Goon is discussed, Margie feels that 
Jenks should not have done it in front of the children, but does 
not indicate that it should not have been done at all. Amy not 
only thinks that it should have been done in public, but that it 
is more effective. 
Interviewer Do you think Inspector Jenks treats Mr Goon 
fairly? 
Arny 




In ter·•J i et.ier 
Amy 
Interv i e1,,ier 
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Yes, I think he should tell him off because 
he didn't suspect his friend. 
How do you think Hr Goon felt about being told 
this in front of the children? 
I think he must've been quite upset. 
So do you think that Inspector Jenks should'ue 
reprimanded him in front of the children? 
Yes. 
Don't you get upset if someone picks you out 
in front of the class? 
(laughs.) Yes. 
So which do you think is better, to be told in 
front of other peop 1 e or on your own? 
In front of others because it makes you 
ashamed. 
This seems to indicate that Goon is not viewed as an ordinary 
adult would be, as it is considered right that he should be made 
to feel ashamed in front of the children. Clearly there is a dis-
tinction between the adult and the child assessment of Inspector 
Jenks's (and by implication Enid 81yton's) attitude towards Goon. 
Whereas adult critics have indicated that they view this as a 
class bias, the children's responses indicate that Goon is viewed 
as stupid and, because he is bad at his ,iob and allows childr·en 
to solve mysteries before he does, he needs to be reprimanded. 
The absence of class-consciousness in the children's responses 
does not absolve Slyton of the moral responsibility of having 
created the nasty situation, because it remains a nasty situation 
whatever the supposed justification for Jenks's behaviour is 
thought to be, but it does indicate that the class question need 
not be a major issue. As Wright points out, "Enid Blyton's books 
were written for a middle-class that probably didn't exist then 
33 
and certainly doesn't exist now.• The ,inter-national success of 
the many translations of her stories is puzzling if the class 
snobbery is considered to be an essentially English characte-
ristic, but if children respond egocentrically <"It's funny so 
I like it") instead of cognitively (i.e. reasoning about Goon's 
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status), then the enjoyment of the nastiness of the children 
can be seen to be the result of the uni•Jersal egocentricism of 
children and not their class consciousness. 
It is impossible to maKe generalizations ab.out Blyton··s influence 
on children from the two responses above, but the egocentric 
appeal of her writing is clear from other evidence. To suggest 
that she influences or encourages children to think egocentri-
cally might be too far-reaching a conclusion to draw, but it is 
evident that in this story (and others which conform to the same 
formula), although the children solve the mystery and catch the 
criminal, the reader is not stimulated to thinK deeply about 
questions of right and wrong. 
4.3.2 The Six Bad Boys 
This story which concerns juvenile delinquency has been described 
as a rare but unsuccessful attempt at social real ism on the part 
34 
of Enid Slyton, but the Chairman of a Juvenile Court praises it 
in the foreword. 
This booK should help to deter children from doing what 
they knot" to be wrong, for they wi 11 learn from it that 
consequences are serious and severe. But it will especially 
help those who are bringing up children not to do the very 
things which cause them unhappiness, and to provide for 
them that love and serenity and happiness for which they 
crave. (pp. 7,8) 
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It seems incredible that not only Slyton but also the Chairman 
of a Juvenile Court should imagine that the book would be read 
by and have an influence on adults as well as children. 
The story contrasts the home backgrounds of three families, the 
"normal" Mackenzies, the Berkeleys whose father leaves home 
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because of his wife's bickering and Bob and his widowed mother, 
Mrs Kent. Whereas the MacKenzies provide a "proper" home for 
their children, the Berkeley's broken home and Bob's mother's 
decision to go out to work are shown to be directly instrumental 
in causing Tom and Bob to "go wrong". Bob resents having to go 
home to an empty house, and one day when his mother asKs him to 
1 ight the fire because she is bringing a friend home, he smashes 
the crockery in a rage and leaves the house in a shambles. He 
refuses to apologize and threatens to do it again, so his mother 
locks the door and he has to wait for her to come home before he 
can get in. She leaves him food in the garden shed, but he will 
not eat it. "Leaving out food for me as if I was the cat next 
door!- he grumbled.to himself. 8 1'11 wait till she comes home, 
and have supper - proper supper, even if she has to cook it when 
she's tired.a (p.101) Bob becomes a member of a gang and Tom (who 
is constantly away from home to avoid the unpleasantness) also 
Joins. Patrick, one of the gang members, robs a newsagent's till, 
ostensibly to get back sixpence which he claims the man short-
changed him, bu~ he takes more money which the gang leader, Fred, 
makes him share. Although Bob does not want to take their money, 
he decides to take it and somehow return it, but when the 
youngest MacKenzie, Pat, has her appendix removed he uses the 
money to buy her presents. When Tom finds a wallet, the money is 
shared similarly, but the notes are traced by the pol ice and the 
boys are brOt1ght before the Juvenile Court. During the court 
proceedings their home backgrounds are examined and shown to be 
largely responsible for their actions. Tom is sent away to an 
Approved School, but Bob whose mother wants nothing more to do 
with him, is allo~"ed to live ~"ith the MacKenzies on probation. 
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The story ends rather unrealistically one year later. Mr Berkeley 
has returned and al 1 but one of the boys show a posi ti•.ie 
influence from the "proper" home they now have. This rather 
lengthy synopsis of the story is necessary to sho1.1J how Slyton 
uses the theme of home influence to illustrate the boys' moral 
deterioration. At best her attitude can be viewed as naive or 
simplistic. Ray comments: 
Although Enid Slyton manipulates her characters for the 
sake of her message (she could quite well have shown Bob 
enjoying being on his own and helping his mother instead), 
the young reader has no difficulty in seeing why the boys 
behave as they do. 36 
It is ironic that the book which Slyton clearly intended adults 
to read and derive benefit fr·om has received most se•.iere 
criticism. Cadogan and Craig refer to it as 
perhaps Enid Blyton's nastiest story; she has taken, 
unusually, a "topical" theme, and sentimentalized it, 
bringing to the problem of juvenile delinquency an attitude 
dispiritingly retrogressive. ,,, Having got hold of what 
she be! ieved to be a serious, psychological truth the author 
could not leave it alone. 37 
In her attempt to show the deficiencies of Tom and Bob's homes, 
Slyton displays a strong anti-feminist stance. Mrs Kent is shown 
to be unnatural when she is annoyed by Bob's behaviour. 
Bob couldn'~ very well help trying to be the man of the 
house. He had a strong, determined nature, and no father -
to check it. He loved his mother and wanted to look after 
her, and the last thing his father had told him was to 
play the man and run things for his mother. (p. 33) 
The Macl<enzies see this as natural behaviour and rather patro-
nizingly decide that "he'd be all right in a proper family, like 
ours." (p. 29) Presumably Mrs Kent would have received less 
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disapprobation had she gone out husband-hunting instead of Job-
hunting! 
The feeding of their children is another way in which Tom and 
Bob's mothers are shown to be deficient. Bob's mother gives him 
sandwiches to taKe to school and leaves food in the shed, 
and Tom's mother does not produce birthday caKes l iKe Mrs 
Mackenzie's. However, Barker's comment that "the author makes the 
implication that a mother ~"ho fails to provide food •:among other 
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creature comforts) is 1 i ke 1 y to produce a de 1 i nquen t child" 
is somewhat exaggerated to suit his amusing article. 
Discussion of Bob's mother arose spontaneously during the inter-
views when the question of the boy's behaviour was raised. Not 










Yes, he [Bob) was good in the beginning, but 
when his mother started going off to work and 
sort of leaving him alone and being horrible 
to him he changed because he didn/t really 
have a mother who cared and wanted him. 
So you think that was the influence that made 
him change? 
Yes. 
Why do you think she didn't care about him? 
She ~"as away the whole day so she didn't want 
to have anything to do with Bob. 
She was working so that she could buy better 
things. Was that a good reason? 
No, well, you work for yourself, your own . 
food and warmth and shelter and for your 
children and family. And she Just worked for 
herself. 
So Bob would've preferred not having more 
expensi •Je toys? 
He would've preferred to have his mother's 
love. 
Gemma clearly sees a connection between Bob's mother's working 
and the withdrawal of her love. One' is seen to be almost a 
natural consequence of the other - because she was away the whole 
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day "she didn't want to have anything to do with Bob". The fact 
that Bob was rude and unpleasant is not considered a factor in 
the a 1 i ena ti on of her affection. Rory, ~<1hen prompted about Bob's 
beha•Jiour, admits there are problems on both sides but clearly 













You said the boys behaved I ike that because 
their parents didn't give them any attention. 
Yes, especially Bob's mother. 
So what did you think of her? 
As a mother? Wei I, I thought she treated Bob 
badly because to ha1,e no one to come home to 
in the afternoon and you get no lunch and Bob 
was an only child so he should at least get 
some company. 
So you think his mother was to blame for the 
way he behaved? 
Yes, especially when Bob brought her flowers. 
She just took it. 
And do you think he behaved well towards her? 
No, well, he was cross and he should've been 
cross, but he shouldn't have reacted so badly. 
So were there problems on both sides? 
Yes, from both of them. 
And do you think if they,.d spoken to someone 
else they could've sorted things out? 
But Bob's mother wasn,.t concerned. She was 
just worrying about her own friends and her 
job. 
Once again the job is seen as the main threat to their relation-
ship. Both respondents evidently do not have working mothers, but 
it is interesting to speculate on what their responses might have 
been if they had .. Would they make a connection between their own 
mothers and Bob's or would the story seem too far removed from 
reality? Whether or not the children make the transference of 
their disapproval of Bob's working moth~r to all working mothers 
was not explored, but Blyton's influence in putting across a 
strong message about 11JorKing mothers cannot be dismissed as 
casually as the social class question was. Whereas the class 
snobbery she portrays is regarded as existing no longer, working 
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mothers do exist and therefore the question of whether the 
working mother is right or wrong becomes a pertinent moral 
question. The problem with the situation in this story is that it 
poses no moral question, and therefore children are uni ikely to 
give the matter much thought because it seems logical to accept 
the viewpoint depicted by the author. 
The incidents involving the stolen money were discussed in detail 
during the interviews. Both Gemma and Rory felt it would still 
have been stealing if Patrick had taken only the sixpence which 
he c 1 aimed \IJas his and Gemma regards his mot i •Je for taking more 
money to be revenge: "He wanted to get his CM.\ln money and he 
wanted to pay the man back for what he did so he takes some more 
money." The children show a clear understanding of the motivation 
of the gang members in doing wrong - they can understand why they 
do wrong although they do not approve of it. Although this is not 
sophisticated moral reasoning, it does indicate an awareness 
about the cornplexity of moral decisions. 




You said if you'd found the wallet you'd 
have handed it to the polite and asked for a 
reward, but why do you think Tom didn't do 
that? 
Because if he'd done that they'd have called 
him a chicken and they wouldn't want him in 
their gang any more. 
And do you think that was a good reason? 
Not really, he just wanted to show them he 
was brave and could do whatever they did. 
Although Gemma sees Tom's reasons for taking the wallet t.o be 
"because he was unhappy in his family•, she recognizes in Bob the 
same reasoning that Rory sees in Tom - the need to be approved 






If Bob (because he didn't want to keep the 
money at first) had stood up to them and said, 
"I'm not going to keep my money", ho~" do you 
think they would've reacted? 
I'm not sure. I don't think they'd think he 
was very nice any more. 
So he did it because he wanted to be "in" with 
the gang? 
Yes. 
Tom and Bob can be regarded as using reasoning similar to Kohl-
berg's instrumental purpose and exchange reasoning. Their actions 
are geared towards what VJ i I I benefit them. Tom cou Id have Kept 
a 11 the money, for ex amp 1 e, but by sharing it with the others he 
gains their acceptance and approval which is more important to 
him than the money. Bob uses the stolen money to buy presents for 
Pat and her family. Gemma and Rory both regar~ this as a good 












It was a good reason for keeping the money, 
but he shouldn't really have taken it. 
It was sti II wrong then? 
It was still a little bit wrong, yes. 
When Bob used the stolen money to buy presents 
for Pat you said it was a good reason. 
Yes, because he was getting no pocket money 
and he promised to buy her a doll. 
So do you think you can sometimes turn some-
thing that you've done that's wrong into some-
thing good? 
Maybe, maybe not, it depends. 
Would it have been worse if he'd broken his 
promise? 
Yes, and then he might not have had another 
friend. 
So he did it because he wanted to Keep her as 
his friend? 
Yes. 
Rory views Bob's action here in uti I itarian terms. He had to Keep 
the money in order to Keep his promise, but his promise is kept 
not because it is regarded in terms of a moral standard, but 
because by breaking it he may lose his friend. 
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The principal moral message that theft is wrong whether vou do it 
because you are poor or because you are unhappy is apparently 
clearly received by readers and because Slyton attempts to show 
why the boys behave as they do, her readers are encouraged to 
consider the boys' motivation. Their moral thinking is confined 
to acceptance of the author/s outline of how the problem situa-
tion develops rather than participation in the solution to the 
problem. The depiction of the moral solution, "the proper 
family", inhibits the moral imagination of children because it 
presents the reader with an ideal and absolute solution which is 
unrealistic. Children cannot all belong to a "proper family" as 
envisaged by Bl yton ( as she we 11 knew because her Ql,m home 1JJas a 
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broken one ), but she offers 1 i ttle hope to those who do not. 
Much of Blyton/s "bad" morality can be attributed to uninten-
tional reflection of her views, but even when she addresses a 
moral problem as intentionally as she so obviously does in 
The Six Bad Boys she fails to create a situation in which 
the readers are stimulated to exercise reason about the moral 
problem. 
4.4 SUSAN COOPER. THE DARK IS RISING 
The central character of the book is Will Stanton, an 11-vear-
old boy, who because he is the seventh son of a seventh son has 
special powers and becomes one of the Old Ones, i<Jho represent 
the Light. The powers of evil, the Dark, are rising in an attempt 
to take 01Jer the world, and Will is chosen to find six signs 
which wil I help to conquer the Dark. The quest for the signs 
takes lJi 11 into the past so that he can see how and where the 
signs were stored before he retrieves them in the present. 
Once Will has the sixth sign, the Dark is vanquished by Herne 
the Hunter, the signs are Joined (forged together with gold 
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chains by the blacksmith) and returned to Will because although 
the Light has won, the DarK will rise again. Herriman, one of the 
Old Ones explains to Will: 
I 
The Dark is vanquished, at last, in this encounter. Nothing 
may outface the Wild Hunt. And Herne and his hounds hunt 
their quarry as far as they may, to the very ends of the 
earth, The Lords of the Dark must skulk now, awaiting their 
next time of chance. But for the next time, we are this much 
stronger, by the completed Circle and the Six Signs and the 
Gift of Grarnarye. We are made stronger by your completed 
quest, Will Stanton, and closer to gaining the last victory, 
at the very end. (p. 249) 
This central theme of the struggle between the forces of the 
Light and the forces of the Dark is also the theme of the other 
four books in Cooper's "The Dark is Rising" sequence. This 
struggle can be viewed as a futile one if its purpose is mi sin-
terpreted. Philip claims that the "great struggle between Light 
and DarK is never put into any precise relation to everyday 1 ife, 
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to humanity" because at the end of the fifth volume he feels 
that nothing has changed. He quotes, 0 Good men will still be 
Killed by bad, or sometimes by other good men, and ther~will 
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still be pain and disease and famine, anger and hate.• This 
he views as failure on the part of the Light to have achieved 
any effect, but this need only be viewed as failure if the Light 
is seen to be fighting for Utopia, for an unreal world, which of 
course it is not. The supernatural forces of both the Light and 
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the Dark invade the real world, but their purposes are diff-
erent. Whereas the Dark seeks to control the world, the Light 
seeks only to conquer the Dark, not the world. Whereas Philip 
seems to imply that the final conflict should have been 
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Armageddon-1 ike in its vanquishment of the Dari<, Cooper··s concern 
appears to be that the world should return to normal. Her 
characters (and her readers) return to the real world "to the 
firm gr·ound li.Jhere people must add h.<JO and h-io, carry in fire-
~<Jood, stamp dates in books, and tie their shoelaces in the 
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morning". I t is a real 11Jorl d in 11Jh i ch the prob I em of ev i 1 st i 11 
exists, but hope exists too. Philip did not complete the quota-
tion. It continues: nsut if you work and care and are watchful, 
as we have tried to be for you, then in the long run the worse 
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will never, ever, triumph over the better." 
The struggle between Light and Dark is related to a concept which 
is implicit in Cooper's work, that of free choice, and free 
choice can surely be regard~d to have •precise relation to every-
day life". 
Although Will does not choose to be an Old One Cit is, in fact, 
predestined at the time of his birth), he is not automatically 
equipped by virtue of his status to fight the Dark. He has to 
learn to be an Old One and he has to make important choices and 
sometimes makes a bad choice which places him and the forces of 
Light in danger. 
The section selected for specific discussion involves the ques-
tion of choice. Hawkin is 1 iege man to Herriman, an Old One, and 
it is clear that there is great affection between th~ two. Part 
of Will's learning process in becoming an Old One entails his 
reading of the Book of Grarnarye. In order to protect the book. 
from men it was placed behind a pendulum in a clock which ~<Jould 
destroy anyone other than an Old One who tried to remove the 
book. Merri man, however, in traduced a further spe 11 which 
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involved Hawkin. He would not be able to remove the book unless 
he had one hand on Hawkin's shoulder. If he touched the pendulum 
Hawkin would die, and if the Dark had managed to trick Merriman 
by magic the Light would have had to kill Hawkin to prevent the 
book from getting into the Dark's power. Hawkin had agreed to 
risk his 1 ife, but Merriman realizes after the book has been 
removed that he has expected too much of Hawkin, and Hawkin be-
trays him and Joins the Dark after speaking to Maggie Barnes. 
Merriman knows that he was wrong to have trusted Hawkin, but 
although he can see that Hawkin is going to betray him, he does 
not try to step him. 
Hawkin makes the choice to serve the Dark, but when the Dark is 
hunted, the Black Rider throws Hawkin from his saddle and he is 
found by Merriman and Wil I. Merriman explains to him that he 
still has a choice. 
I gave you the freedom to choose, Hawkin, and I did not take 
it away. I may not. It is still yours. No power of the Dark 
or of the Light can make a man more than a man, once any 
supernatural role he may have had to play comes to an end. 
But no power of the Dark or the Light may take away his 
rights as a man, either. If the Black Rider told you so he 
I ied. (pp. 250, 251) 
Hawkin chooses to return to the Light and dies at peace. 
The responses indicate that the children empathize with Hawkin's 
feelings, although they are clearly aware that he is wrong to 
Join the Dark. This understanding of his mot i •Jes shows that they 
are beginning to develop an awareness of the complexity involved 
in moral decisions. 
Interviewer· Why do you think Hawkin Joined the Dark? 
Nicolas 
In ter•J i ewer· 
Nicolas 
Inter •.J i e~oJe r 
Nicolas 
In ter·•J i ewer 
Mia 




Inter•J i ewer 
Adam 





I think he wanted revenge because he sort of 
took Herriman 1 ike a father and then he felt 
that Merriman 1/Jas gambling with his 1 ife and 
he felt that Merriman didn't really care about 
him. 
Do you think he knew when he did it that he 
was doing the wrong thing or did he act 
because of what _had Just happened? 
I think he acted out of what had Just happened 
and he wanted revenge. 
Do you think if he had stopped to consider, 
that he would've realized that Maggie Barnes 
1,,.ias evil? 
No, he wouldn't because his head was Just ful 1 
of revenge so he was too mad to think about 
i t. 
If you were in Hawkin's position, do you think 
that you would also be tempted to Join the 
Dar·k? 
Yes, I think would be tempted. 
Do you think Hawkin was happier once he Joined 
them? 
(Pause.) I don··t ~:nc,w, r··m not quite sure. 
think he would haue been happier if he had 
stayed with the Light. 
How do ;1ou think you would·'ve felt if you were 
Hawkin? 
Wel I, I'd have felt quite bad actually about 
Merriman and I'd have felt bad when once I 
was on the DarK's side. I would've felt con-
fused. 
Do you think it was Merriman's fault that 
Hawkin changed? 
Yes, I think so beca•Jse Hawkin didn't feel 
quite secure and then went to the Dark. 
Do you think you can force someone to do some-
thing wrong? 
No, they have to choose. 
So Hawkin actually Knew what he was doing when 
he decided to Join the Dark. 
He did it because he felt betrayed, but he 
knew what he was doing. 
There is awareness of the conflicting pressures which affect 
Hawkin's decision and recognition of the fact that the Dark does 
not bring him happiness. Because the children can understand the 
difficulty of his decision they are not Judgemental about him. 
This seems to indicate ,some flexibility in their moral reasoning 
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because they are prepared to examine motivation as well as 
behaviour. They are able to see why he may have acted wrongly and 
to realize that his reasons can be valid for them as well if the;, 
were in a similar position, even though the reasons do not con-
form to the conventional idea of what is right. Hawkin's decision 
to change his allegiance from the Dark back to the Light is dis-


















Before he dies Hawkin speaks to Merriman and 
changes back to the Light. What did you think 
of that? 
I.Jell, it's quite strange, he changed from 
Light to Dark and then back again. It was 
quite odd. 
What do you think made him change? 
He thought the Dark was good at first because 
he didn't actually know them so well, and then 
he found out they were actually quite bad. 
So do you think he expected more power from 
them and he didn't get what he wanted? 
Yes. 
For what reason did he go back to the Light? 
Wel 1, he felt more secure and he didn't really 
1 ike the Dark so much because they were so 
cruel and powerful. 
And was it important that he made this de-
cision before he died? 
Yes, I think so, because he changed to the 
Dark and he realized that he'd done the wrong 
thing and so he changed back before he died. 
Wh>' do you think Hawkin came back to the 
Light? 
Because then he thought about it later on and 
he realized that the Dark was no good, and it 
was evil and he got nothing out of it 'cos 
Herriman had said, •1f you side with the Dark 
:,.·ou' 11 be thr0vm down again.• 
You said he got nothing out of Joining the 
Dark. Do you think he'd get anything out of 
coming back to the Light? 
<Pause.) I think he might 11Je got something if 
he'd 1 iiJed. 
Do you think it was important that he changed 







Well, if you were on the good originally and 
you go onto the bad, then it's better if you 
realize your mistake and go back to the good 
and try and do whatever you can before your 
death. 
So you think he felt more at peace when he did 
that? 
Yes. 
Nicolas and Adam agree that it is important that Hawkin made the 
decision to return to the Light which indicates an assumption 
that man should have the doing of good as an ultimate aim. They 
recognize that the Dark has let Hawkin down ("he got nothing out 
of it") and that in turning to the Light he cannot get material 
benefits, but he does find peace before he dies. <In a sense it 
is Hawkin who has to forgive Merriman and in forgiving him the 
choice of allegiance is made.) The children are able to see that 
although good and evil are absolutes, those who fol low the oppo-
sing sides do not conform to absolute roles and even a decision 
to fol low the Dark is not absolute because the choice to make a 
decision to change is always available. 
An interesting diversity of response was evident when [ attempted 
to find out to what extent the children were able to relate 
fantasy to real I ife. Mia, who finds the book "rather boring• and 
admits that she prefers the Hardy Boys and Nancy Drew stories 
because they are closer to real 1 ife than fantasy, does not see 




What did you think about the division that was 
made between people of the Light and people of 
the Dark? 
I think this made the book more interesting, 
because it was a bit boring, but it made it 
more interesting because there were 1 ike two 
sides to the whole thing. 
Do you think that, as in this book, there are 
forces of good and eui I in the world fighting 
against each other? 
Mia 
Inter·•J i e11Jer 
Mia 
In ter·v i et>Jer· 
Mi a 
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I ;m not sure. 
Do you think that it is made stronger in this 
book than it really is? 
Yes. 
Would you say that there are people as bad as 
the people of the Dark in real 1 ife. 
I don't think so. 
Adam responds positively to question 12 on the questionnaire 
(Do you think this book has helped you to understand yourself or 
other people better?) which indicates that he is able to 
appropriate the story into his cognitive experience. 
Yes, in some cases it does help me understand myself and 
other- peop 1 e. This [is] because I 1 i l<e to compare my~e-1 f 
to Will and other people to the characters. I also 1 ike to 
imagine what I would do. 
His written response provides evidence of his use of two of 
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Harding's categories of response, empathizing and evaluation, 
and his verbal response shows that he is able to relate the 
struggle betiA•een good and ev i 1 in the book to a rea 1 1 i fe 
situation. 








Did you think that the division between Light 
and Dark might have any bearing on what real 
I ife is 1 iKe'? 
In some •JJays it did because 1 i Ke at the mornen t 
there's been a lot of war between the town-
ships and the whites, the pol icemen and the 
blacks. 
How do you think the story has any bearing on 
that? 
Wel I, they're both trying to gain pooJer, you 
see, and both fighting a lot, and the whites 
are trying to gain power and the blacks are 
also trying to. 
So because people are trying to gain power do 
you think that there's wrong on both sides? 
Yes. 
And what could they do instead of fighting'? 
Have 1 ike a competition or something and then 
the one who wins ••• If they win and the 
others aren't pleased they can have another 
one, but if they're not pleased they'll prob-




So you think there are other things that you 
must try instead of fighting? 
Yes, they could negotiate or something. 
Although Adam makes the connection between the struggle in the 
book and the political situation in real 1 ife, his suggestion of 
a competition (which even he realizes is an inadequate solution) 
shows that he does not comprehend the implications of the situ-
ation and therefore he settles for the cl iche' "they could nego-
ti ate or something•. The value of his response does not 1 ie in 
his ability or inability to suggest a solution to a problem 
(which politicians have not solved) however, but in the fact that 
his imagination has been stimulated beyond the confines of the 
plot of the story. The story does not provide a blueprint of 
action to combat evil, but the essence of the "message• of the 
book (that good can overcome evil) seems to have been abstracted 
by Adam. The fact that he is unable to apply it in a practical 
way does not negate the value of his attempt to do so. 
Nicolas's response relates the struggle between good and evil to 








Why do you think the division between the 
Light and the Dark was so important to the 
book? 
(Pause.) Because if the world was full of evil 
then you couldn't really 1 ive properly, 
So do you think that in a way although this is 
a fantasy story that it tells us hOIJJ we can 
1 ive in the real world? 
Yes, I suppose so 'cos if anything goes wrong 
and the world is bad then nothing will go 
right. 
Do you think there are people in the real 
world who are as evil as the Black Rider? 
There are mainly two sides to a person, a good 
side and a bad side, but sometimes bad sides 
overtake the people, so not really. Some 
people might have the same sort of ways, but 
there is a good side to them. 
So they're not· totally evi 1 1 ike he was? 
Nicolas 






And do you think that if people want a lot of 
power, they can 1 ose sight of their good s i.de? 
Yes. 
So do you think because of having a good side 
and a bad side that you actually face a choice 
in your I i-fe? 
Yes, you do, because if you 1 ive a good 1 ife 
and I i ve proper I y then ••• ~Je 11 , if you I i ve 
a bad 1 ife, then you won't be happy when you 
die. 
Nicolas accepts that good must be dominant over e•Jil to enable 
people to 1 ive properly and he regards unhappiness as a con-
sequence of I iving a bad I ife. His idea that people have a good 
side and a bad side is a further indication of his realization of 
the fact that people do not conform to absolute roles. 
The responses show that children see doing good as essential for 
the continued well-being of the world. When asked about what 
helped Will and Merriman to do what they thought was right, 
Nicolas answers, "Maybe because they were good people and didn't 
want the world to go bad and sour and everything go wrong for 
the world." The children are therefore able to reason on a social 
rather than a personal level (what Kohlberg would term Stage 4 
reasoning), Good behaviour is not simply that which avoids 
punishment or gains the approval of others but that which bene-
fits society. Nobody <except the Old Ones themselves> ever Knows 
what Will and Merriman have done for the world, so their moti-
vation cannot be personal - they act for the good of society, 
This book depicts a struggle between the Light and the Dark which 
encourages readers to think about right and wrong, good and evil, 
but the situation is not viewed in a simplistic way. Although 
good must triumph ultimately, the difficulties which the people 
of the Light encounter are realistically portrayed, so that the 
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triumph of good is not shown to be an automatic process, but the 
result of the actions of people I ike Wil 1 and Merriman who do the 
right thing at the right time. The consequences of following the 
Dar·k are clearly depicted (e.g. Hawkin's predicament), but t,Jith-
out moral ism because a "wrong" choice bears its own inevitable 
consequences which do not have to be pointed out to the reader. 
4.5 MADELEINE L·'ENGLE. A WRINKLE IN TIME 
This book addresses the problem of good and evil at a cosmic as 
,,~e 11 as a persona I 1 eve 1 • Meg and her brother Char I es Wa 11 ace go 
to another planet, Camazotz, to rescue their father who has been 
trapped while experimenting with time travel. They and a friend, 
Calvin, are taken through space by means of tessering Cwrinkl ing) 
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by three supernatural beings, psychopornps, Mrs Whatsit, Mrs Who 
and Mrs Which. Although the children's mission is a personal one 
they are shown a wider perspective of evil when the ladies show 
them a dark shadotiJ which inspires them w i th fear. They learn that 
their father is behind the shadow and that they will have to 
tra•,1e I through it to get to Camazotz. Later they are shown the 
earth which is obscured by the Dark Thing and are told that their 
planet has produced some of the best fighters against the Powers 
of Darkness, and the children 1 ist the fighters, from Jesus 
through artists and scientists to,Gandhi, Buddha and St.Francis. 
Meg is more interested in finding her father and is told that 
Camazotz has given in to the Dark Thing. 
On Camazotz they find that everything and everyone conforms to a 
certain rhythm - those who do not are punished. The control] ing 
rhythm is the pulsation of a naked brain, IT. Charles Wallace is 
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taken over by IT when he tries to find out where his father is. 
He reasons 1 ike IT and tries to persuade the others to go into 
IT as well. They refuse and he takes them to a glass column in 
which Mr Murry is trapped. Meg frees him and Charles takes them 
to IT where Meg manages to withstand IT/s poa.AJer· for· a while, but 
as she is about to give in her father tessers them out leaving 
Charles Wallace behind. Meg is disillusioned and angry. 
She had found her father and he had not made everything al I 
right. Everything kept getting worse and worse. If the long 
search for her father was ended, and he wasn/t able to over-
come all their difficulties, there was nothing to guarantee 
that it t1Jould all come out right in the end. Ther·e was 
nothing left to hope for. (p. 150) 
Her father tells her "we know that all things work together for 
good to them that love God, to them who are called according to 
his purpose", but she blames him for leaving Charles Wallace 
behind. They attempt to describe the three ladies to the beasts 
on the planet and Calvin cal Is them angels, messengers of God. 
They arrive on the planet but explain that they cannot save 
Charles Wallace, and Meg realizes that she will have to go back. 
The ladies give her "gifts". Mrs Whatsit gives Meg her love, 
Mrs Who recites a bib! ical passage (1 Corinthians 1: 25-28> and 
Mrs Whatsit tells her that she has something which IT has not. 
She realizes that she has love and by loving Charles Wallace she 
manages to get him away from IT/s power. 
The biblical references create a spiritual atmosphere which 
L/Engle acknowledges although she claims that she wrote the book 
"as a violent iebel lion against Christian piety", intending it to 
be "an heretical book, of what I thought was a possible universe. 
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It turns out as not an heretical book at all." The book is 
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certainly not pious because the Christian element is present in 
a non-prescriptive way. Ironically, 1 ike Mrs Who's gift to Meg 
(that God has chosen the foolish things of the world to confound 
the wise and the weak to confound the mighty) which gave Meg 
strength although she did not fully understand it, the strength 
of the spiritual element 1 ies in the fact that it does not 
present a spelled-out message. L'Engle has been accused by 
Dixon of drawing religion "into the world-wide political 
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struggle" (because some readers see Camazotz as an allegorical 
communist state), but his criticism seems to be directed at 
religion for religion's sake because he contradicts this view-
point when he criticizes C.S. Lewis for using religion "as a 
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retreat from great moral and political problems". 
not appear to be using religion politically because although the 
idea of the sovreignty of love over evil may be a religious one, 
it is Meg's personal love which reaches Charles Wallace, her 
individuality which overcomes conformity, which is certainly not 
the understanding Dixon seems to have of religion. Meg does not 
succeed because she is perfectly good but because she puts her 
faults (anger and stubbornness) to good use in withstanding !T's 
power. 
Meg's rescue of Charles Wallace formed the major part of the 
discussion'because it raised the idea of love overcoming evil and 





Why do ~ou think the fact that Meg loved 
Charles Wallace made IT unable to do anything? 
Well, normally if you love someone you want to 
help them i+ they're in danger and they prob-
ably had a very close relationship and she 
didn't want to lose him. Because she was so 
stubborn she wanted to rescue him. 





And hoJJ did that help? 
We 11, if IT cou Id under·stand 1 oue, it cou Id 
probably think of a ~~ay to 1 ike counteract 
the attack, but because IT couldn't under-
stand the meaning, it had to stick to its old 
ordinary plan of keeping Charles. 
The idea that IT cannot understand love is 1 inked to the reasons 
for IT's behaviour. IT is seen to be threatened when people do 
not conform. Stewart agrees that if peop 1 e were not a 11 the same 
they might question IT and "many people wouldn't want IT there." 
Anwar 
In ter·•J i ewer 
AntiJar· 
IT probably wanted everything to be perfect 
and didn't want people to be different. He 
wanted them a 11 to be the same and if they 
were different they'd most probably react 
against him. 
What made him think this? Do you think he was 
afraid? 
Yes, because he knew there was 1 ike good 
around and he didn't want to be destroyed. 
There is therefore a gener.3.J understanding of IT's power and in-
fluence as well as a particular understanding of the way in which 
he affects the M1Jrry family. Fiona senses this power tiJhen she 
1 ikens IT to Satan because "he controls the other world", and 
Stewart relates desire for power to real situations. 




Are people who want poJJer prepared to do evil 
things to get that power? 
We 11 , it depends what kind of power they'd 
I ike. If i t•s a big power and they'·d be ruling 
a lot of the world or something then they 
cou Id but if i t was a sma 11 ·thing they might 
not. 
Can you think of an example? 
Well, 1 ike the Second World War when Hitler 
wanted more power o•Jer Germany and to spread 
Germany, he started killing people for it. 
The negative effect of power is clearly understood, but there is 
also awareness that power need not always be abused. (Do you 
think that if you ha•Je absolute power you'll always use it badly? 
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AmiJar: No, you don't have to.) The idea of 1 ove overcoming ev i 1 
is further related to the real world in considering how evil is 
usually combated and in examination of the effects of love as 















Does it happen in real life too, that you can 
fight evil with love? 
Wei 1, it depends. 
What is the usual way of fighting evil? 
Well, it depends what Kind of a situation 
you're in, because sometimes people fight 
them with weapons. 
Is that a good way? 
Well, not r-eally because you Just kfll one 
another. 
So it Just goes on and on? 
Yes. 
How do we nor·mal ly fight evi I in real 1 ife? 
Well, I suppose by using a different type of 
ev i 1 • If they 11Jan t to use some type of bomb 
and you retaliate by dropping your own type 
of bomb, I suppose that is using evil back 
to f i gh t e u i 1 • 
And do you think that that is effective? 
It works, but it is not very clever because 
then the other people will think that they 
have to get us back so it isn't peaceful, 
so they will Just tr-y and get people back 
straight away. 
Do you think that in r-eal 1 ife you could use 
a situation where love could be stronger than 
evil - instead of fighting evil with mor-e evil 
you could use love? 
I think so. It depends again whether it was a 
lot of people or a strong group you were 
tr-ying to per-suade. Then I doubt whether- it 
would be possible, but if it were only a few 
people or- one thing it would be possible. 
The children recognize that reciprocity has deficiencies in 
certain situations. The principle that love should-be used to 
overcome evil seems to be accepted as a val id one, even though 
the details of how it should be put into practice are not clear. 
The practical aspect of love is considered when its ability to 
change people is discussed. Meg's love for Charles Wallace makes 
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her realize that she has to go back to rescue him even though 
she is afraid. She has to choose to go bacK of her own free tJJ i 11 
so 
and although the choice involves great risk, her decision 
itself gives her the strength she needs to put into practice the 
power of her love. IT's capacity for change is also evaluated. 
Interviewer 
Fiona 










In real 1 i fe can 1 o•Je overcome ev i I 1 i l<e what 
happened in the story? 
Yes. 
How do you thin!< it happens? 
Wei I, if you love someone very much and they 
don't 1 il<e the thing you're doing, because 
you love them so much you might change it 
because you don't want to lose them. 
And do you think that it would be possible to 
love IT and that IT could change? 
No. 
Would evi I people in the world ever change? 
We 1 l , they cou 1 d I suppose. 
What would make them change? 
Well, if someone does it to them so they will 
understand how bad it feels. 
Is it always a good thing to show people how 
horrible they are by doing the same thing to 
them? 
No, not always, because sometimes it means 
that you just go on and on being horrible. 
Fiona thinks that IT is too evil to change. She recognizes that 
change can be brought about by reciprocal reprisals but realizes 
that they are destructive. Matthew thinks that IT was •much too 
powerfu 1 and 1 os t in a ~<Jar 1 d of his own to change" and in re-
la.ting !T's power to real 1 ife says, "I shouldn't thin!< that 
people in Sovie1t Union would change if someone told them to." 
He regards change as possible but as his previous response 
reveals he is rather vague about how it will occur. Stewart 
thinks that IT (and even Hitler) might have been changed by love 
and relates the influence of love in real 1 ife to the political 
situation. 




In ter·•J i ewer· 
StetiJart 






Interv i e~11er 
Stewart 
towards IT, although it would be very 
difficult, that IT might change? 
Yes, I think so. 
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Could eui I people in the world chanQe if 
people showed love towards them? If you go 
back to your example of Hitler - do you think 
he might've changed? 
Yes, I think so, and also 1 ike what's 
happening in this country. The government 
isn··t showing any response or anything to 
the blacks. 
So if people took the trouble to show love 
towards others it might change things? 
Yes. 
And is it easy to I o•Je peop I e in rea I I i fe? 
If you've always 1 ived with the person it 
would be, but if he Just came as a stranger, 
it wouldn't be. 
How can peop I e tr·y to I ove others? 
They should be kinder, and as I said about the 
blacks, they should let the blacks mix with 
the whites and not Just Keep away because of 
the colour of their skins. 
Do you think that people will always respond 
to love? 
People who have thought blacks are those sort 
of people [i.e. inferior] and they must stay 
there, I don't think they would respond. 
Would they never change then? 
(Pause.) They might. 
Stewart views the lack of love and understanding in the political 
situation as the eui I that must be overcome, so loue must be part 
of the practical solution because its absence is the problem. He 
sees love as an essential ingredient for peace, but his assess,-
ment of its effect is realistic (and perhaps even tinged with 
cynicism) because he does not feel that i t is easy to show l o•Je 
or that everyone will respond to it. Nevertheless, he has span-
taneously related the principle suggested in the book to a com-
plex real life situation and, although he is able to see that 
his solution is neither si~ple nor perfect, he has been able to 
give a practical dimension to the values absorbed from the book. 
The more concretely Biblical concepts and references seem to be 
less clearly understood. Like Meg the respondents cannot fully 
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comprehend the meaning of Mrs lJho·'s gift to Meg, but sense its 
value. <Anwar: It probably helped her in a way. Stewart: I think 
it probably gave her more encouragement. Matthew: She did 
that she did have someone backing her.) Fiona is the 
only one who gives an overtly religious response: It meant the 
secret of God's ways is that God is all poi.>Jerful and that God 
~vorks in a mysterious ~,.iay. When prompted as to how this helps Meg 
she is at first uncertain and then suggests that "She must've 
used God's love too" <to free Charles Wallace). Fiona is there-
fore able to recognize the practical implications of the gift in 
religious terms whereas the others only sense the spiritual 
support. Calvin's description of the three ladies as angels is 
discussed and a comment by Forbes on the supernatural characters 
in L'Engle's books seems pertinent. 
These characters are servants, just as much as Charles 
Wallace or Meg. And though not always stated, the person 
they serve is God. L'Engle gets that across through the 
smell of the story, !f in no other \IJaY, 51 
Fiona is able to accept the angel symbol ism, but Matthew has some 






In ter•J i ewer 
Mat the\lJ 
It's mentioned that Mrs Whatsit, Mrs Who and 
Mrs Which are I ike angels. Is that a good 
description? 
Yes, because they sort of guarded her all the 
time. 
What do you think the role of an angel is? 
Well, I sort of think that they're sort of 
sections of God and they guard you and Keep 
you from doing bad things. 
I wouldn't have thought angels from heaven but 
angels of their business or whoever ••• 
So how would you normally describe or imagine 
an ange 1? 
More I iKe, well not dressed up in blankets and 
not reciting things in Latin. I don't Know, 
more sort of peaceful I suppose. 
IntervievJer 
Mat thetiJ 
In ter•J i ewer 
Matthew 
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Do you think it could be said they were doing 
God's work al though it didn/t mention that 
they were working for him? 
Wel I, they were doing good but ••• they may 
have been doing God's work, maybe what he 
would have wanted to happen, but I doubt if 
they were working for him. 
So who do you think they were working for? 
We 11 , it must have been some other organ i za-
t ion because they knew al 1 the other places 
and where everyone was, and they were maybe 
angels in his or her work. 
t1atthe1...i is prepared to acknowledge that what they ,,.,ere doing ~\las 
"what he would have wanted to happen" but is unable to accept a 
direct relation to God. He does not reJect the notion of God's 
involvement in the story (i,e,, he dc,es not find the- combination 
of God and fantasy inappropriate), but he adopts a practical 
rather than symbolic approach to the angel question - even their 
appearance disturbs his concept of what an angel should be. He 
has recognized their essence, that they are agents of goodness, 
and this seems more important than an ability to categorize them 
into a religious hierarchy. The "smell" of goodness gets through. 
The_ story provides a framework in which ev i 1 is 01Jercome by 1 ove. 
Although the struggle is shown to be a cosmic one with other 
planets involved either in giving in to the Dark Thing or fight-
ing it, the importance of each personal struggle is high! ighted 
by Meg's decision to return alone to rescue Charles Wallace. 
Meg's decision signifies a process of character development in 
.her recognition of the fact that she can no longer rely on her 
father to make everything all right. 
Responses indicate that children agree that love can overcome 
evil and that they are able to relate the principle to real I ife 
at various levels of reference. It is difficult to attempt to 
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analyse the moral reasoning employed by the children because the 
concept of loue is an abstract one which seems to transcend cate-
gorization. This does not imply that the children do not use 
mor·al r·easoning, but merely that their moral thought cannot be 
conveniently categorized in Kohlbergian terms. Their acceptance 
of the idea that lo•.ie can overcome e•.ii I and can be related to 
personal and social relationships shows an awareness of the need 
for co-operation between different groups of society, and their 
suggestions of how these relationships can be made to work indi-
cate that their thoughts have been stimulated by what they haue 
read. They also show signs of absorbing the religious atmosphere 
of the book and have presumably accepted the integration of rel i-
gious values and references although their direct influence is 
not evident. For some respondents the references can be said to 
be inc i den ta 1 rather than in tegra 1 - yet their tone is accepted. 
L/Engle presents a viei.,J of good and evil t"'hich despite its cosmic 
implications involves the reader in the idea that the struggle 
beb,.,een good and evil is not some distant disembodied concept but 
something in which every reader can choose to participate in real 
I ife. The fact that respondents related their answers to .social 
issues 1 ike war and racism negates the criticism often directed 
at writers who portray this struggle between good and evil, 
namely that they encourage children to ignore social problems 
because of the spiritual emphasis. The charge of escapism cannot 
be upheld in relation to these responses. 
4.6 C.S. LEWIS. THE LION, THE WITCH AND THE WARDROBE· 
C.S. Lewis can be regarded as the most identifiably Christian 
of the fantasy writers in this study in that the Christian 
element, alth,:,1Jgh it is not o•Jertly present, is readily 
recognizable to adult readers of The Chronicles of Narnia 
who are conversant with the Christian gospel. Lewis himself 
claims in a Jetter to James Higgins that the works are not 
·"- I I e gor· i ca I • 
The Narnian books are not as much allegory as supposal. 
"Suppose there were a Narnian world and it, 1 ike ours, 
needed redemption. What kind of incarnation and Passion 
might Christ be supposed to undergo there?" ~ 
Hooper explains that both Lewis and Tolkien claimed that their 
books were not allegories because uthey wer~ using the ancient 
definition of the term: by allegory they meant the use of ·;;ome-
thing real and tangible to stand for that which is real but 
intangible•, and although love and patience can be allegorized, 
an attempt "to represent what Christ would be 1 ike in Narnia 
is to turn one physical object into another (suppo~ed) physical 
obJect - and that is not, by Lewis and Tolkien's definition, 
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an a I 1 egory. • Whether or not it is called allegory, there is 
a very definite Christian element in The Chronicles which 
once identified cannot be ignored. Whether the presence of this 
Christian atmosphere constitutes moral ism, however, is debatable. 
It has been said of Lewis that his work is "brittle, mechanical, 
~ ~ 
and naggingly preachy" and "overtly moralistic"; yet other 
critics claim that "the religious philosophy and ethics are very 
subtle and do not interfere with the true fantasy of the 
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stories" and that although children do not respond to the 
values at once they will respond to the narrative sweep, the 
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heroic mood and "the constant eliciting of the numinous". 
1.,;4 
It is possible to read the stories without making a direct 
connection between Asian and Christ, but a large part of the 
"moralistic" problem is the attitude of vJell-meaning but 
misguided adults who seize on the books as "good Christian 
1 i tera ture" and proceed to O en 1 i gh ten" chi 1 dren as to the 
Christian meaning. As with the moral values in traditional fairy 
tales, Lewis's Christian meanings should be discovered bY 
children themselves if they are to haye any moral worth. It is 
probable that children ~·Jho never come to the categorical 
conclusion that Asian equals Jesus wil I derive greater moral 
benefit from the story than those who have been instructed to see 
Asian as representing Jesus and wi I I therefore accept moral 
dilemmas rather than explore them. The fact that people may use 
Lewis's books in a moralistically obtrusive way does not mean 
that he intends them to be so used. Lochhead makes the f~ll~Ning 
point: 
Only those ignorant of the creative process could be! ieve 
that he deliberately set out to "say something about 
Christianity to children", using fairy-tale didactically and 
patronisingly. It would be more accurate to say that fairY-
t a 1 e used h i m. 58 
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David Holbrook's article "The problem of C.S. Lewis" is a 
particularly harsh critique, but the~Freudian analysis is too 
intense to warrant general discussion and in my opinion too 
ridiculous to be taken seriously, I am inclined to agree with 
Hooper's comment that •although there is a problem, it is most 
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certainly not Lewis's." Gough echoes this view in his article 
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0 c.s. Lewis and the problem of David Holbrook" in ~<Jhich he 
points out that Holbrook's assumption that Narnia is an "inner 
~<Jarid" of "psychic reality" is a misunderstanding of the nature 
of Narnia because the "moral problems of a Narnian's 1 ife tre 
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identical ~"ith those in a life in our 1 •.1,1orld." Al though Gough 
denies the relevance of Holbrook's psychoanalytic argument, he 
counters it using reasoning dependent on,Freudian symbol ism which 
demonstrates that it is not even psychoanalytically val id. His 
refutation of Holbrook's suggestion that events in Narnia are 
determined and that the protagonists have no opportunity to 
exercise free choice will be discussed when the story is 
analysed. 
The story presents a clear division of good and evi I as the 
inhabitants of Narnia comprise two groups, those who follow 
Asian, the lic,n, and those v,ho follow the evil ~Jhite ~Jitch. When 
the children first enter Narnia through the back of a wardrobe, 
Narnia is in the witch's power and she makes it "always winter 
and never Christmas." (p. 23) There are rumours that Aslan will 
return and the White ~Jitch tempts Edmund into betraying his 
brother and sisters by giving him magic Turkish Delight and pro-
mising him more when he returns with them. The children are a 
threat to her because of a prophecy which foretells the end of 
her reign liJhen four humans gain the thr·one. Edmund re turns w i th 
the others and while the beavers are talking about Asian's return 
he s I i ps away to te 11 the Wh i te W i tch where they are. She dee ides 
to Kill Edmund to prevent the prophecy's fulfilment, but Aslan's 
followers rescue Edmund. 
Aslan offers himself as a sacrifice in Edmund's place when the 
White Witch demands Edmund,.s death on the basis of "deep magic 
from the dawn of time". Because of his l<nm,Jledge of "deeper magic 
from before the dawn of time" Asian Kn~~s that by sacrificing 
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himself, he will be able to break the witch's power. Aslan is 
' 
Kil led on the Stone· Table, but returns to 1 ife, Joins the others 
in battle against the witch and her foll~-"ers and Kills the 
t.Jitch. 
Discussion centres on Asian's sacrifice and the motivation for 
Edmund's and the witch.,s follo~<Jers' behaviour. All the children 
intervievJed cite Asian as a favourite character and automatically 
side ,...,ith him against the White Witch. <Ben: Well, you wouldn·'t 
really 1 ike to be on a wicked person's side.) The bad characters 
are seen to be motivated by desire for p01.1,1er (Ben), the need to 
conform <Lucinda: I'm sure that some of the animals would have 
thought that this wasn't right, but they would Just do what the 
other animals do.), and a combination of their natural evilness 
and fear of the witch. (Fiona: They were evil and they thought 
they'd be turned into stone if they didn'·t follow the witch.) 
Inter,, i ewer 
Rory 






Why did the witch's follo•...,ers behave the •JJay 
they did? 
Well, she probably taught them and they fol-
lowed her example. She taught them all to be 
mean. 
And say somebody tried to teach you to be 
mean, would you follow his or her example? 
I don't know. No, I don't think so because 
I Just Knat" I shouldn't be mean. 
So you Know what,· s right and Wl"ong but why 
didn't they Know? 
Wei 1, I Just think the Whi-te Witch ovel"pot.Jel"ed 
them and gave them such an enchantment that 
they couldn't do anything else. 
Do you think they were happy following her? 
I don't think they wel"e sad because she was 
so powerful. I don't think they would've been 
completely happy though because she was quite 
mean to them. 
There is recognition that one can resist being taught something 
evil, but the poi"er of the White Witch is seen to be too strong. 
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The respondents condemn the witch's folloNers, but they show that 
they can understand why they have chosen evil or else succumbed 
to evil because of weakness. A similar attitude is shown towards 
Edmund. 
Gough refers to Edmund as •a comp! icated e:><ample of free choice.• 
He chooses to be bad, but redeems himself by free choice by 
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fighting courageously in the battle against the witch. Al though 
Asian physically saves him, his moral redemption occurs by an 
act of his ONO free will. 
Edmund has chosen to be bad even before he goes to Narnia. 
"Edmund could be spiteful, and on this occasion he ,Nas spiteful." 
(p. 29) He is also Kn0t1Jn to tell lies and to be "beastly" to 
children smaller than he is. Fiona recognizes that both his 














Would Edmund have gone on fol lowing the i.,,i tch 
if she'd given him more Turkish Delight? 
Yes. 
Was it only the fact that she treated him 
horribly that made him change? Why did he 
fight on Asian's side at the battle? 
That was ••• (pause) because he saw the witch 
being evil, so that's why he knew. 
So Edmund himself was not really evil?, 
He wasn't evi 1, but at the beginning he was 
teasing that other girl. 
If he'd been a very good person and hadn't 
teased Lucy, could the witch still have 
exercised her power over him? 
Um ,,, (paus~) probably, but not for as long. 
And if one of the other children had gone? 
Well, the girl wouldn't have done that. 
What would've made her stand up against the 
witch,· s power? 
Love. 
Fiona is able to distinquish between Lucy and Edmund's characters 
and she reasons that Lucy's love for her family would be stronger 
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than her desire for Turl<ish Delight whatetJer magic properties 
it might have. Edmund's decision to betray his fami Jy is depen-
dent on his 0~<1n choice and cannot be entire 1 y b 1 amed on the 
w i tch ,· s power because he cou Id ha•Je lJJ i ths tood her power. Fiona 
sees the change in his character to be a result of his 
recognition of Aslan's "goodness" and because "the witch was uery 
horrible to him." When the idea of Edmund's being faced with a 
direct conflict bet11Jeen good and evil is raised, Fiona is un-




If the witch had continued g1u1ng him Turkish 
Delight do you thinK he·'d have been able to 
see Asian's goodness when he met him? 
I don't really know. He probably would've 
changed and been good. He probably would've 
betrayed the witch then. 
The questionnaire raises the question of whether Edmund ~:ne11J that 
Asian had died in his place. Only one respondent (Ben) thinl<s 
that he did know and attributes his change in behaviour to that 
l<nrnJ.Jledge. Andre's response is interesting. "No, I don't think 
he knew but Asian did tell him a bit in a way which he could not 
understand. think this because God told his disciples he was 
going to die, but they didn't understand." Andre' appears to be 
suggesting that Edmund sensed rather than understood Aslan's 
sacrifice, but his relating Edmund's inability to understand to 
the disciples' inability to understand Jesus shows an interpre-
tive approach to the Christian element in the story. Edmund is 
not a disciple-I il<e character (he cannot even be said to resemble 
Judas), yet Andre' is able to see a relation between him and the 
disciples in one instance. He is able to appropriate one aspect 
of the gospel story without feeling the need to make a fixed 
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correlation between Edmund and the disciples. This indicates 
that his response is an emotional rather than intellectual one -
it is not important that Edmund does not "fit" the disciple 
description completely. 
Lucinda feels that Edmund did not really understand what the 
consequences of his betrayal would be. "I don't think he would 
have done it if he Knew what was going to happen, but he didn't 
Knot1-1," She sees the reason for his change to be that "he Knew 
he had got into a bad spot" and he wanted revenge against the 
witch, and she feels that his change in behaviour will be 
permanent because if he started doing something wrong, "I'm sure 
that this story lAJould come back into his mind and he 11Jould stop.• 
Lucinda·' s understanding of Edmund's change in behaviour can be 
seen to be less spiritual in nature because she does not directly 
connect the change with Aslan. His desire for revenge against the 
witch can be regarded as indicating reciprocal reasoning and the 
reason for his continued change in behaviour is that he would 
stop if he thought back to what had happened, which imp! ies a 
fear of its happening again. His change is therefore not so much 
a result of the positive influence of good as a desire to avoid 
the negative consequences of evil (Kohlberg's avoidance of 
punishment reasoning). 
Whereas Lucinda excuses Edmund in a way (because he didn't Know 
what was going to happen), Rory does not think that the fact 
that he 1 iKed Turkish Delight and wanted more was a good enough 
reason for doing what he did, and sees his change in behaviour 
as directly influenced by Alsan. 
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What made Edmund change his ways? Inter~,iewer 
Rory 
Inter1, i e~<Jer 
I think he 1 iKed Asian and he really thought 
As 1 an 1,11as good and , •• I don I t know, I don I t 
think he Knew Asian had gone [in his place]. 





Yes, obviously, Just everyone could see what 
he was 1 i ke. 
So that made him decide? 
Yes, because he 1 iKed Asian more than the 
w i tch. 
Like Fiona, Rory recognizes that when Edmund is faced with a 
choice between the witch and Asian, he wi I I choose Asian because 
"obviously" he had made an impression on Edmund. In Rory's 
opinion therefore Edrnund'·s change in•Jolves his choice to be on 
Asian's side, the side of goodness. 
The implications of Asian's decision to submit to being Killed 
by the witch are discussed. The respondents recognize Asian's 
desire to save Edmund from being Killed as his primary reason, 
and when asked why he was prepared to do it when Edmund had been 
so horrible, two responses refer directly to the goodness of his 
nature and the other three show the respondents' awareness of 
the wider implications of his sacrifice. Fiona says that he 
agr·eed to be k i 11 ed because he had two 1 i ves and Edmund did not, 
but does not think it was easy for him to die. She gives his 
reason for wanting to save Edmund as 9 because he wasn't 
horrible.• Rory also feels that it was not easy for Asian to die 
even though he knew he would come back to 1 ife, and stresses his 
Kindness as the reason he was prepared to save Edmund. "Because 
he was so Kind. I don't Knciw, he was Just kind." Fiona and Rory 
regard Asian as inherently good and therefore his decision to 
help Edmund is seen to be a direct and natural consequence of 
his goodness. 
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Lucinda views his action as more far-reaching than simply helping 
Edmund because "he was doing it for the rest of the land." 
Interviewer 
L•Jc i nda 
In ter·•J i et,Jer· 
Lucinda 
How did it help the rest of the land? 
Because the land had always been ruled by 
the witch and so they never saw sunlight and 
everyone was bossed around, and the 1 ion 
didn·'t i"ant his land to be 1 ike this. 
So when he changed it what would he change? 
Then the flowers began to come up and the 
snow be,;ian to me It and they were happy. 
Lucinda realizes that Asian's death helps others as well as 
Edmund. Andre' and Ben also recognize this. Ben refers to Asian's 
death as a sacrifice and Andre' says that "Aslan wanted to put 
everything right and he co•Jld do it by saving Edmund." Both Ben 
and Andre' relate the story to the Bible and therefore their view 
is even more far-reaching than Lucinda's, but their religious 
understanding is discussed in the context of their ability to 
relate the story to reality. Lillian Smith i,Jr·ites of Lewis's 
stories as adventures that his readers half consciously recog-
n i ze are "those of a sp i r i tua 1 ,i ourney toward the heart of 
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reality." Although Lucinda does not translate the story into 
biblical terms, she is able to understand that Aslan's sacrifice 
entails more than just saving one boy and therefore indicates an 
ability to reason differently from the way she does when she 
assesses Edmund's change in behaviour. Her assessment of Edmund's 
reasoning is not necessarily a reflection of her own reasoning, 
Just as her understanding of Aslan's sacrifice does not imply 
that she would be willing to undergo a similar experience. She 
does relate the story as a whole to her own experience, however, 
feels that it is more realistic than Nancy Drew stories and says, 
"I enJoy a story that you can real Jy relate to sort of in every-
day 1 ife.• She particularly 1 ikes the realistic beginning and 
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ending (the real world setting), but finds even the fantasy real 
because she thinks the characters behave realistically and she 
would have behaved similarly, 
Ben and Andre' both relate Asian's sacrifice to the crucifixion 
and Rory a 1 so 1 i Kens As 1 an to God a 1 though he does not specif i -
cally express the relationship in terms of the sacrifice. 
Ben 
In ter·v i ev~er 
Ben 
Wel 1, the story is a lot 1 ike in the Bible, 
I ike when Jesus sacrificed himself and then 
he came alive again. 
Did you Ii Ke the fact that it was Ii Ke the 
Bible? 
Yes, it gives a new dimension to the Bible. 
Andre's response is an elaboration of his answer to the question 









I would certainly not have mocked him. I think 
I would probably have not had the nerve to 
object to anything. But Asian wanted to die 
for Edmund so I shouldn't have stopped the 
Killing. I also would have felt upset because 
he was my God and now there he was letting 
himself be Killed (Written response.) 
Why did you feel this? 
Wel 1, (pause) it's just my feeling. 
So you think because things happened 1 ike in 
the Bible that Aslan is I ike God? 
Yes. 
And does this story add to our understanding 
of the Bible? 
Yes, because it gives you another way of 
1 ooK i ng at it. 
Ben and Andre' both respond positively to the Christian element 
in the story, clearly do not find it moralistic and claim that 
it aids their understanding of the Bible. For them, therefore, 
the story certainly appears to have spiritual real it:1, 
Rory recognizes reality in the story in terms of the bad as well 
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as the good characters. While discussing the witch's followers, 
he is asked whether there are people 1 ike that in real 1 ife and 
replies, "Yes, quite a fe,,.. ... all sort of political people." 
When asked to explain he says, "I don''t really know, but they're 
mean and they Just think of themselves and their luxuries." He 
seems to be relating the hunger for power on the p~rt of the 
witch's followers to that of politicians although he is not able 
to express the relationship very clearly. Discussion of Asian 
stemmed from a written response. 




In ter•J i ewer 
Rory 
You said the book made you "try and be brave 
l iKe Aslan when he was getting Killed.• Do 
you think that he's I ike an example to people? 
Yesi I think he's like God teaching people ••. 
he was showing people that they can do a Jot 
of good and they must forgive people and 
things like that. 
What's the feeling you get about good and 
evil and the struggle between them at the end 
of the book? 
Well, it's quite a big struggle but evil won't 
win. 
Do you think that's true in real 1 ife as well? 
Yes, the evil guys, the mean guys, Just think 
they're wonderful, but the good men wi 11 Just 
eventually win. If you're mean you won't 
succeed. 
The story provides a clear distinction between good and evil 
which these respondents recognize and they respond favourably 
towards the good characters, especially Aslan. They understand 
the motivation of the bad characters, but do not absolve them 
from responsibility because most respondents acknowledge that 
the characters choose evil and therefore bring evil consequences 
on themselves. 
The positive response towards Asian's goodness cannot be analyti-
cally examined because it appears to be an emotional as well as 
a cognitive response. Asian's goodness is seen to influence 
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people, even Edmund, but he does not r·eason 1/J i th them or try to 
persuade them - they fo 11 ot,i him because of an in tu i ti ve fee 1 i ng 
that he is good. This does not mean that the respondents do not 
use moral reasoning, however. When evaluating Asian's sacrifice 
they are aware that he did not have to save Edmund and even 
though the:>' fee I that he Knew he wou 1 d come back to 1 i fe they do 
not regard his death as easy. Some respondents are able to reason 
that his actions are for the greater good of Narnia. Their 
cognitive response to his actions is nevertheless dependent on 
their emotive understanding of his goodness and therefore cannot 
be categorized. In Kohlbergian terms Aslan can be said to be 
operating at the highest stage, Stage 6, yet I would hesitate to 
suggest that these respondents are using Stage 6 reasoning. They 
are, however, able to respond positively to someone operating at 
that level; however imper-feet their understanding., their response 
is sincere. 
4.7 PATRICIA M. ST. JOHN 
The works by this author were chosen because they combine adven-
ture with a strong Christian message, and therefore they seemed 
to be suitable for discovering children's responses to overtly 
religious incidents. They can legitimately be termed religious 
works because their subject matter is transparently Christian 
and much use is made of symbolic language, as illustrated by 
the following passages. 
I stared again at that inviting 1 ittle path, and it reminded 
me of my spec i a 1 verse: "Thou w i 1 t show me the pa th of 
1 ife ,,, in Thy Presence is fulness of joy," And suddenly I 
knew very clearly what path He was showing me that after-
noon, not the path that led daAJn to the cool, dancing river, 
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but the one that 1 ed bacl< over the up 1 ands to Phi I i ppa, the 
path of self-denial and kindness and keeping one's promises. 
<RG, p. 96) 
Hamid,who has learnt to read so that he will be able to read the 
Bible 1,11hen he returns to his family) sets off on his long journey. 
Hamid \IJasn't travelling .alone; he had some companions. He 
had much further to travel than the others, but packed in 
with the crusts and the water bottle and the cherries he 
carried the staff of 1 ife and the bread of Heaven, and by 
night on the rough mountain roads his young feet would not 
stumble much nor stray far. (SL, p. 158) 
The author does not talk down to her readers in a patronizing 
manner, but on the contrary tends to use references which it is 
uni ikely that they wil I understand. When a Kind woman helps 
Hamid, the incident is described thus: "Lil<e Another long ago, 
she fetched a basin of water and a towel, and stooping down she 
washed his bruised, cut feet." <SL, pp. 48, 49) Whereas an adult 
may interpret the meaning of "the staff of 1 ife and the bread of 
Heaven" and recognize the parallel of the woman's washing Hamid's 
feet and Christ's washing the disciples' feet, a child is 
unlikely to do so. 
Not all Christian references are as obi iquely expressed, however. 
Both books contain instances of theft in which the sinfulness of 
the action is clearly explained, and the conversion experiences 
\. 
of children and their subsequent behaviour provide the reader 
with a fairly comprehensive out! ine of the basic Christian gospel 
and the author's understanding of its application. The way in 
which child readers respond to these incidents is investigated 
during the interviews. 
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4.7.1 Rai.nbo•,11 Garden 
This story is written in the fir·st person from the •Jiewpoint of 
an 11-year-old girl whose mother sends her to stay with a family 
in the country while she works abroad. Elaine is shy and over-
whelmed by the other children, and as a result is not very popu-
Jar with them. She finds a garden behind a wall after fol lowing 
a rainbow <the "rainbow garden" of the title) which becomes a 
place of retreat for her. A window of the cottage attached to 
the garden is open one day, so she explores, discovers a cabinet 
of shells and takes one for the children's museum because by 
pretending that she found it on the beach she hopes to gain Peter 
and Janet's respect. She is later horrified to discover that the 
cottage belongs to Phil ippa.,s family, and ~,ihen a pol iceman comes 
to the door to investigate a robbery at the cottage she is so 
frightened that she runs into the forest. 
Mr Owen, Peter and Janet··s father, comes to find her and she 
confesses that she has stolen the shell and that she was afraid 
that they would find out. 
That wasn't the only reason you were unhappy," said Hr Owen. 
aYou were unhappy because you'd stolen and told a 1 ie. Sin 
always makes us so unhappy. Don't you remember the sfory we 
read the other night at prayers, about Adam and Eve?" 
( p. 65) 
He tells her that she needs to confess her sins to God, and she 
agrees because she wants to "walk in the I ight". She tells Peter 
and Janet and is amazed to find that they are ashamed and sorry 
about their behaviour because Mr Owen has reprimanded them for 
the way they treated her. 
She befriends Philippa who cannot walk, but because she is very 
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demanding, she does not visit as often as Philippa would like, 
but she tells Philippa about Jesus and promises to •Jisit on a 
particular Saturday and bring her Bible. That Saturday the 
children plan to go swimming at the river, but Elaine remembers 
her promise and goes back. 
The children are questioned on the incidents of the shell and the 
Keeping of her promise. Elaine,.s motivation in taking the shell 





You said she wanted the shell because she 
wanted them to admire her. Do you think that 
I'm not really sure because she did need them 
to be her friends, but I don't think she 
shou 1 d have taken the she 11 • 
What do you think you would do in a similar 
position? 
I,.m not sure really. Nothing like that's ever 
happened. 
Belinda also understands Elaine's desire to gain the others' 
admiration, but she is more emphatic in her rejection of this as 
an excuse for theft. 
Interviewer 
Be 1 i nda 
Interviewer 
Be 1 i nda 
Interviewer 
Be 1 i nda 
In ter•J i ewer 
Belinda 
Why do you think she needed to sho1.1J them that 
she could do something? 
She was 1 ike a dropout compared to the others 
because they were all popular with everyone. 
She wanted to show something of herself. 
Do you think this was a good reason for taking 
the shell? 
No. She could have done it some other way and 
I don't knovJ how, but not steal the shell. 
So you think that it is always wrong to steal? 
Yes. 
And what if someone is hungry? Is it wrong to 
steal then? 
It depends, well, I'm not sure. 
Bel i nda and Megan show that al though they Know that it is ~<Jrong 
to steal they are prepared to consider the motivating factors 
behind theft because they are aware of the reasoning 1...ih i ch is 
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involved. Belinda is confused when the motivation of hunger is 
introduced because she is able to recognize that hunger is a 
more val id reason for theft than the desire for friendship, 
but she is aware of the moral conflict which this recognition 
creates. Megan, when questioned about the tramp who burgled the 
cottage, does not think that he should be punished "because he 
was very depressed and he was rather mixed up because of what had 
happened to him.• Both girls shat.Al that al though they accept the 
moral principle that stealing is wrong, they are able to under-
stand that circumstances can influence people to act in a certain 
way. Wrong actions are still regarded as wrong, but the person 
who does wrong is not Judged absolutely because motivation is 
taken into consideration. 
The incident. in which Elaine turns back to keep her promise to 
Philippa is discussed in order to discover how the children res-
pond to the change in Elaine and whether they relate it to her 
decision to become a Christian. Both Belinda and Megan do relate 
the incident to her be! iefs. Their responses to why Keeping her 
promise was important were: 
Be 1 i nda 
Megan 
Wei I, the girl was lame, so she couldn't do 
the things that she could, so she thought that 
she had better go and she had promised to 
bring the Bible to the girl. 
She wanted Philippa to think that her faith 
in God had told her that it was right to go 
back. 
They also feel that if she had not turned back, she would have 
affected Philippa's be! ief. (Megan: Philippa would have thought 
God makes no difference. Belinda: Philippa wouldn,.t believe that 
the Bible made any difference to anyone.) They are therefore able 
to recognize that the importance of Elaine's action 1 ies not in 
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her obedience to the rule that one should not break a promise but 
in her realization of her moral responsibility, not only to God, 
but to the other people as well. This can be understood to be 
, 
more than mere conformity in order to gain Philippa's approval 
because Elaine's action is seen to be far-reaching in its effect 
on Philippa. (Philippa later becomes a Chrjstian.) Belinda's 
response indicates an awareness of the influence of peer 
approval, however. 
Ir, ter•J i ewer· 
Belinda 
Interv i e~oJer 
Belinda 
Interv i evJer· 
Belinda 
In ter•J i ewer· 
Belinda 
How do you think the Bible had made a 
difference to Elaine? 
Well, she thought more hovJ horrible she \IJas. 
And how did she change from when she first 
came to them? 
Well, first she was acting very much 1 ike a 
spoilt 1 ittle girl and she actually saw how 
horrible she had been and she noticed that no 
one I iKed her and she was very unpopular, so 
she changed. 
So do you think her change would be a 
permanent thing or do you think it was only 
temporary? 
Well, yes, it would be permanent if she 
carries on reading her Bible when she goes 
home. 
Do you think she would do that? 
Well, I'm not sure really because she might 
Just give in ta her mother or she might not 
even have time to read it and would Just 
forget about it, or her friends might not I ike 
it and she would be the odd one out. 
Belinda attributes Elaine,.s change to a combination of her seeing 
from the Bible "how horrible she was" and her realization that 
"she was very unpopular". She acknowledges the power of peer 
pressure again when she suggests that Elaine may stop reading the 
Bible because "her friends might not 1 ike it". Her appraisal of 
the influences contributing to Elaine's change in behaviour 
indicates that although she accepts that the Bible can influence 
Elaine (it is interesting that she talks of the Bible's influence 
and not God's influence) she does not regard this influence as 
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al l-p0t,oJer-ful. This approach may be slightly more sceptical than 
the author would expect, but it can be seen to reflect the 
author's attempt to portray the characters and their belief 
realistically - Elaine does not become a saint overnight, and 
Peter and Janet are (somewhat harshly) shown to have failed 
because of their unchristian treatment of Elaine. Their father 
reads to them from Matthew 25 and Elaine later remembers the 
verse "I was sicK ••• and ye visited me not" when she thinks 
about how she has failed in her attitude to~oJards Philippa. 
It seems logical to assume that the author is using the 11,or~: as 
a means of presenting a Christian message. It would be presump-
tion on my ,part to suggest what effects she may hope to have on 
her readers, but the responses indicate that these children re-
cognize the Christian element and accept it as part of the story. 
Both Megan and Belinda indicate that they enjoyed reading the 
book and Megan's reason "because I enJoyed the way Elaine became 
a nicer person by 1 iv i ng with peop 1 e who 1 oved God" sho~oJs that 
she does not find the Christian message intrusive or out of place 
but regards it as an integral and essential element. Although 
there are passages which seem to the adult to be overly senti-
mental or unrealistic the children do not seem to notice them. 
Although the moral issues in the book are clear-cut (promises 
must be kept, selfishness and taking shells are sins), the 
author does include the opportunity for children to exercise 
moral reasoning because the reasons for both good and bad be-
haviour are given. Because of the nature of the situations the 
children's reasoning tends to conform to the author's reasoning 
process, but the fact that they were able to suggest that the 
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tramp should not be punished although he had done wrong and that 
Elaine could be influenced by factors other than religious ones 
indicates that the religious emphasis in the book is not under-
stood to be prescriptive. Right and wrong are clearly identified, 
but reasoning about right and wrong behaviour is not confined to 
absolute rules because motivation is considered. Although the 
author tends to suggest that the motives for right behaviour are 
prompted by religious reasons, the chi ldren'·s recognition of 
other motives should not necessarily be regarded as failure on 
their part to accept religious reasons. Their responses indicate 
that they do accept the integration of religious incidents in the 
story, but they do not totally share in the author's portrayal 
of morality. 
4.7.2 Star of Light 
The story is set in Morocco. Hamid's mother tells him to take his 
little blind sister, Kinza, to an English nurse in a far-off city 
to prevent his stepfather from selling Kinza to a beggar because 
she is bl ind, She describes the visit to the nurse to Hamid and 
te 11 s h0111 she asked about a picture on the wa 11 • 
I asked her who that Man was and she said He was one called 
Jesus, Who was sent from God to show us the way to Heaven. 
She told me a lot about Him, how He healed the sicK, and 
made bl ind people see, and loved all men, rich and poor, 
grown-ups and children. I can't remember all she said, but 
I Know she 1 o•Jed the Man in the picture and vJan ted to be 
1 iKe Him ••• I think for the sake of the Man in the picture 
she would shelter Kinza ••• (p. 32) 
When Hamid reaches the city he finds the house and Knows it is 
the right place because he sees the picture on the wall. He 
leaves Kinza in the house because he is scared that she will not 
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be accepted if he is with her. The next day he joins a gang of 
urchins who are given supper by the English nurse, so he is able 
to see that Kinza is being well cared for, but he does not show 
that he is her brother. 
He steals two eggs from the nurse but falls and breaks them 
because he is trying to hide them from her. He is amazed that she 
does not beat him or send him to prison, but washes hfm and gives 
him clean clothes. She tells him that she will forgive him if he 
promises not to steal again, and adds: 
you could not walK with me in the I ight, because of your 
sin. The Lord Jesus says He is the Light of the World. He 
asks you to walk beside Him all the way and every day until 
you reach His beautiful bright home. But first you must tell 
Him about your sin, and ask Him to wash away all its stains 
and maKe you clean, just as I washed away the mud and the 
egg. ( p. 76) 
Although this incident is not isolated for discussion by all the 
respondents, it is mentioned because it is imp or tan t in the par-
trayal of the progression of Hamid's belief and because of one 











What did you think of Hamid when he stole 
Rosemary's eggs? 
We 11 , I th i nK he fe 1 t •Jery gu i It:>' and he tr· i ed 
to 1 iKe hide. 
And how did Rosemary feel about it? 
Well, I don't think she was really very angry 
and she did feel sorry for him and she didn't 
mind because she loved children and she over-
looked it. 
So she could understand it' but did she make 
him see that it was wrong? 
Yes, but she forgave him. 
They mention forgiveness quite a lot in the 
booK. ls it important? 
Yes. 
How does it relate to real 1 ife? 
Well, when you forgive too much, then someone 
does it again and again, and it's hard for you 
not to forgive, but sometimes you ha•Je to be 
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hard on them and teach them what not to do, 
and if you forgive all the time it can get 
very irritating. 
The emphasis on Hamid's sin is glossed over by Farzana who attri-
butes a gentler attitude to Rosemary than she displays, but in 
generalizing about forgiveness Farzana's attitude is harsher 
than one would expect it to be as a result of the influence of 
the book. Farzana's general response to the book is interesting 
because she 1 i kes it "because it was about my own re 1 i g ion II 
(Islam), but al though the story tells how Hamid who comes from 
a Musi im family becomes a Christian, she does not seem to sense 
the change. She mentions Jesus when she talks about Rosemary, but 
does not recognize a Christian influence on Hamid. 
Hamid has occasion to exercise his faith when his stepfather 
is seen in the city and Kinza disappears. Rosemary, who has 
suspected the relationship between Hamid and Kinza, persuades him 
to tell her where he thinks Kinza has been taken. He tells her 
where they came from, but is hesitant to go with her to show her 
because h~ is afraid of his stepfather. Rosemary explains that 
she wants to fetch Kinza so that she will be happy and learn 
about Jesus, and Hamid tells her that Jesus has taken away his 
sins and made his heart happy. She rep! ies "Then He can a1so 
take your fears away and make your heart brave,a (p. 122) and 
they pray together for courage. The questionnaire raises the 
questions why he told Rosemary about his stepfather and why he 
agreed to go with her, in ~rder to discover whether the children 
see the connection between his faith and his courage. The 
respondents indicate that they do not spontaneously make the 
connection. 




Inter•J i e11Jer 
Farzana 
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You said that Hamid was afraid that Rosemary 
would tell his stepfather where he was, but 
why did he tell her later? 
Well, he knew that Rosemary would Know better 
and she would do the best for Kinza. 
Why was he able to trust her? 
Because she was a good lady and she believed 
in the Lord and she was a good believer and 
would be able to help. 
And at first he was afraid to go with them to 
show them ~,ihere Ki nza was. What do you think 
gave him the courage to go with them? 
lJel l, he Knew his stepfather had Kinza and 
that he wasn't very pleasant and so he wanted 
to be with Kinza and to see that she was all 
right and to see his mother. 
Farzana regards his concern for Kinza to be his primary motiva-
ting factor. Caroline and Raymond mention his mother and sister 
respectively as reasons for his decision, but acknowledge the 















Why do you think Hamid changed and told Rose-
mary about his stepfather? (Pause.) What had 
Hamid learned from Rosemary? 
(Pause.) I can't really remember. 
Well, can you remember that he decided to go 
with Rosemary to show them where his step-
father 1 ived? Why did he go with her? 
He·wanted to see his mother. 
Yes, but he was afraid. How did he overcome 
his fear? (Pause.) It's mentioned that he 
prayed for courage. How do you think that 
would've helped him? 
God would've been with him when he went. 
Why do you think Hamid changed his mind? 
Maybe because, well, he cares for his sister 
and he doesn't want her to get hurt. 
At first he was scared, so what do you think 
made him overcome his fear? 
- : Maybe because he thought that his sister was 
younger and well maybe he might live through 
it, he can stand it [his stepfather's treat-
ment], but his sister might not stand it. 
And what kind of person do you think he 
thought Rosemary was? 
Quite a kind person. 




Interv i e~oJer Remember how Rosemary told the children about 
Jesus and that they must pray to him. Do you 




Ye s , i t c ou 1 d ' v e • 
What kind of difference? 
Wei I, maybe he saw how she believed and he was 
impressed and he believed in her. 
Raymond's use of the tiJords "could,.ve" and "maybe• indicate that 
even when prompted he does not actually recall Hamid's declara-
tion of his faith, and it is noteworthy that he suggests that 
Hamid may believe in Rosemary and not in God. He can see that 
Hamid is concerned about his sister's welfare, but he does 
not regard this as anything other than brotherly concern and 
Rosemary's influence is also viewed in human rather than rel i-
gious terms. The children respond in a iimilar manner toques-
tions about the change in Jenny's behaviour. Jenny is Rosemary,.s 
cousin who is on holiday with her parents. She is rather spoilt, 
but enjoys helping Rosemary in the dispensary. When Kinza is 
missing she sulks all day because her parents will not allow her 
to looK for Kinza. Rosemary goes to tell her the news about Kinza 
and speaks to her about her selfishness, telling her that she has 
herself at the circle of her heart and she needs "to ask the Lord 
Jesus to come into the circle with His wishes and to turn out 
your self.• (p. 127) The change in Jenny fol lowing her decision 
to become a Christian is discussed, but once again the children 
do not make any connection between her religious decision and her 
subsequent behaviour. When the question of faith is raised, they 
tend to concentrate on Rosemary,.s faith and her influence on 




Why did Jenny change? 
(Pause.) I.Jell, because she saw that the others 
weren't I iKe her so she decided to change. 






Inter•J i ewer 
Caroline 









So that she could do what they did. 
And what were they doing that she wanted to 
do? (Long pause.) Well, Aunt Rosemary, what 
Kind of person was she? 
She was nice. 
So you think Jenny wanted to be more I ike her? 
Yes. 
Do you think it was because of Rosemary's 
belief that she was a kind person? 
Yes. 
How does what peop I e be 1 i eve affect them? 
We 11 , peop 1 e can see •JJha t they' re 1 i l<e and 
what they do and they try to copy them. 
Why did Jenny change? 
I think she changed because Rosemary talked to 
her and told her what she must do. 
How did that help her to change? 
Because Rosemary would have taught her to be 
more I ike a good person and not to be so rude, 
because Rosemary was a good lady and I think 
she would've put Jenny right. 
Do you think that Rosemary's belief in God 
helped Jenny? 
Yes, and I think Jenny could see that her Aunt 
Rosemary was so good. 
Jenny's change in behaviour can be regarded as a desire to con-
form to what she feels is expected of her, a desire to gain Rose-
mary;s approval. She is therefore seen to be copying Rosemary's 
behaviour rather than changing her behaviour because of personal 
changes. Raymond, who admits that if put in her position he may 
have behaved in the same way that Jenny does although he thinks 
she is selfish, regards her parents' influence as important. 







Why do you think Jenny behaved I iKe that? 
Well, maybe because her parents were getting 
a Jot of attention and she wasn't, I iKe they 
were the centre of everyone. 
And what made Jenny change? 
I don't Know. 
Do you think she was happy where she was being 
selfish? 
No, I don't because she realized later on that 
she wasn't doing herself any good. 
When she went home would she still be Jess 
selfish? Would she remember what Rosemary had 
told her about how she should pray? 
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Raymond Well, if she still believed ... I'm not sure. 
If her parents gave her more attention, then 
she would still remember Rosemary's influence. 
He sees her be! ief as dependent on external influence. Because 
certain circumstances led to her being selfish (not getting 
enough attention from her par·ents), her belief is seen to be 
likely to be affected if the same set of circumstances recurs. 
Rosemary's influence is not regarded as being strong enough to 
overcome these circumstances. It therefore appears that although 
the author has presented a very definite Christian message she 
has failed to put it across to these respondents because they do 
not recognize that Hamid and Jenny have undergone a spiritual 
experience as well as behavioural changes. In their responses the 
children tend to follow the same pattern of reasoning as that 
\ 
suggested by the author, but they substitute non-religious 
reasons for her religious reasons. When Rosemary prays with Hamid 
she tells him that "the perfect love of jesus in our hearts casts 
out fear" and this is shown to give him courage, b1,1t the children 
regard his love for his mother and his sister as the reason for 
his overcoming his fear. Wher·eas Jenny's change in behaviour is 
portrayed as desire to serve God and gain his approval,. the 
children see the cha~ge as a desire to please Rosemary. The 
religious reasons are therefore given a humanistic emphasis. 
It seems that children enJoy this book in spite of rather than 
because of the religious element. They clearly recognize good 
and evil characters (they approve of Rosemary and disapprove of 
Hamid's stepfather) and accept the need for change in Hamid and 
Jenny's behaviour. Rosemary's faith is accepted and its effect 
on Hamid and Jenny is acknowledged, but the children's own de-
,--------------------------------------------------
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clared spiritual experience is either not clearly understood or 
else ignored because it possibly does not seem to be as real to 
the respondents as the influence of an adult. The failure of 
the children to respond to al 1 the religious elements of the 
story does not imply that they have failed to employ moral 
reasoning because the r·esponses show that they have a cl ear 
understanding of Hamid and Jenny's reasoning. In Kohlbergian 
terms both Hamid and Jenny ar·e operating on the convent i ona 1 
level (Stage 3) by seeking approval (God's and Rosemary'.s) and 
Hamid acts for the good of society (Stage 4) when he considers 
his mother and sister. (Even though "society 0 in this case is 
confined to the I imited society of his family, his altruism is 
evident because he has to overcome his fear of his stepfather.) 
The respondents are able to reason about good and bad behaviour 
although they do not fully comprehend the religious motivation 
behind that behaviour. The responses do not reveal any antago-
nism towards religious elements of the story as evidenced by 
the favourable attitude displayed towards Rosemary. It 11JOuld be 
incorrect therefore to suggest that the children reject the 
religious elements; they simply do not tal<e them into considera-
tion when evaluating Hamid and Jenny's behaviour. This distinc-
tion between acceptance of adult faith and non-cognisance of 
children's faith seem to indicate that these children cannot 
relate the religious experience to the child characters because 
their own experience probably does not provide examples of 
children whose faith is expressed in a similar manner to the 
way in which these characters express their faith. I dd not mean 
to suggest that children are incapable of spiritual experience, 
but the Kind of experience seems to differ from that expressed 
in the book. 
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The book in traduces treatment of good and ev i 1 in mor·a 1 s i tua-
tions presented against a background of Christian influence. The 
respondents show understanding of the moral situations, but do 
not give the religious influence the same prominence in their 
understanding that it receives in the author 1 s portrayal. This 
suggests that overt religious incidents do not altiJays convey to 
the reader the spiritual truths they_embody, 
4.8 J.R.R. TOLKIEN. THE HOBBIT 
The religious element in Tolkien's work is implicit, not explicit 
.and although ·E-ome people have dr.awn dir·ect Christian parallels 
(e.g. Gandalf is viewed as a Christ-figure, which is reported to 
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have greatly annoyed Tolkien), certainly in The Hobbit 
there are no events which can be taken to be mirror reflections 
of biblical events. It is a matter of religious atmosphere, an 
atmosphere of goodness and wholeness which is under attack by 
forces of evil. Marion Lochhead explains this atmosphere as she 
describes Lewis and Tolkien's works. 
In both, all that ~<1as kind and lovely in the old paganism, 
the ancient piety of hearth and fields and woods, has found 
a place, transmuted and sanctified, in their Christian fan-
tasies. Even without a word of doctrine (and, in Tolkien, 
without any explicit Christian background or reference, in 
his world of hobbits and elves) they are, I ike MacDonald, 
transmitters of the Christian faith and ethos, of the 
sacramental sequel to the Incarnation, for the Incarnation 
1 ies in the heart and soul of their creative genius. 66 
Criticism of Tolkien is directed primarily at the escapist nature 
of his fantasy. It is claimed that he presents a false picture 
of reality and an inabi 1 ity to confront the problems of modern 
67 68 
1 i fe. As indicated in his essay "On Fairy-stories• Tolkien 
in fact produces something of a protest against aspects of modern 
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society of which he disapproves, but in his escape to a better 
world he gives the reader an understanding of values which can 
be brought back to make the real world a better place. 
Critics of fantasy seem inevitably to ignore or deliberately 
misunderstand the role of free choice in fantasy. Dixon's 
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criticism of six writers on the grounds that they introduce 
forces of disembodied ev i I in to their· fantasies and thereby 
suggest to children that evil is ephemeral and not found in ei,il 
social conditions ignores the fact that for social evils to exist 
people have to choose to perpetrate or allow them Just as the 
evi I in fantasy is present because individuals and groups choose 
to follo•AI the paths of evil. Apart from suggesting racist bias 
by his statement "Al I the tJJri ters dra11J upon tiJords denoting blad:-
ness or darkness to portray this evil and use 'white' and all 
kinds of words associated with whiteness or I ight to show the 
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,::ippos i te" (curiously he overlooks Lewis's White Witch!), 
Dixon c 1 aims that ores are portrayed as inherent 1 y ev i 1 , born 
into a "state of original sin but without the blessings of 
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Christianity." His theology appears to be somewhat confused 
because if the ores are born into a state of original sin so 
too must the hobb i ts, dwarves and e Ives have been, yet they 
choose good whereas the ores choose evil. Dixon's institu-
tional ization of evi I is effecti•Jely more "escapist• than 
Tolkien's view of evil because, whereas Tolkien's characters bear 
the consequences of their moral choices, Dixon seems to imply 
that the. eu i 1 in society can be excused because of soc i eta 1 
conditions and so he seems to be absolving man of moral 
responsibility. Toll<ien's portrayal of evil i.n an Other World 
nevertheless reflects the choice which people have in the real 
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world, and this in fact personalizes evil rather than disem-
bodying it. 
Stibbs also ignores the moral responsibility which is invested 
in the free choice of characters when he claims that teachers 
who encourage children to read fantasy are "teaching pupils to 
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1 ive in a dream world and to see themselves as powerless.a 
Fantasy tends to teach Just the opposite, that children or 
hobbits when faced with a p~~er which seems 1 ikely to overcome 
them can find within themselves resources of strength which are 
not fully realized until a conflict situation brings them out. 
In a letter written in response to Stibbs's article, the 
following statement is made: 
the lessons the hobbits learn are exactly those which, Mr 
Stibbs claims, 1 iterature ought to teach its ~eaders. I 
believe that they are much better taught and learned in the 
p0t,~erful setting of epic fantasy, which presents these 
important issues clearly, than through kitchen-sink real ism, 
which concentrates on personality development rather than 
mora I choices. 73 
The Hobbit is a fantasy in which personality development 
occurs as a result of the moral choices which Bilbo has to make. 
As TilTlllerman points out, "The point of a fantasy is not to 
hand us tidy morals, but to provide us 11Jith gr011Jth by 
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experience." Fantasy cannot be escapist in the sense of 
leading people away from confronting problems because not only 
is there "a keen recognition of forces of good and evil, a sense 
of right and wrong - but also a driving necessity to act on such 
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recognition." 
Bilbo is a reluctant hero, but his process of spiritual growth is 
dependent on his compulsion to act on his recognition of what is 
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right or wrong. Lochhead suggests that Bi·lbo's growth is not in 
the nature of a conversion (because he has always been a "very 
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decent" hobbit) but a metanoia, a gradual change. 
Richardson makes the point that in Bilbo's character Tolkien 
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"captures the essence of daily heroism". Bilbo's heroism 1 ies 
in his continuing ability to do what is required of him every 
day, 
The story tells of Bilbo's reluctant accompaniment of a band of 
dwarves on their Journey to the Lonely Mountain to recover a 
hoard of treasure guarded by Smaug, a dragon. Bilbo is employed 
as the official burglar of the expedition, but he is called upon 
to rescue the dwarves a number of times, a task made easier by 
his acquisition of a magic ring which makes him invisible. 
When they reach the mountain 8 i Ibo goes d0t.,m a tunne 1 , finds the 
dragon asleep on a huge hoard of treasure and takes a cup to show 
the dwarves, but the di scover·y of the theft so enrages Smaug that 
he burns their camp and eats their ponies. The dwarves hide in 
the tunnel and Bilbo goes down again, invisibly this time, speaks 
to Smaug and gets him to show off his armoured belly which has a 
bare patch 11Jhich Smaug does not knotJJ about - Knowledge of this 
bare patch enables Bard to slay him later. The dt11arves shut the 
entrance to the tunnel when Smaug attacks again and are forced to 
go into the mountain to find an escape route. Bilbo finds the 
precious Arkenstone and pockets it. 
'Now I am a burglar indeed!' thought he. 'But I suppose I 
must tell the dwarves about it - some time. They did say I 
could pick and choose my own share; and I think I ~11ould 
choose this, if they took a 11 the rest!' A 11 the same he had 
an uncomfortable feeling that the picking and choosing had 
not really meant to include this marvellous gem, and that 
trouble would yet come of it. <p. 199) 
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The dwarves find their way out of the mountain, but are besieged 
by the e I •Jes and the men of La~:e-town who demand a -:.har·e of the 
trea.sure because Bard slew Smaug and for the rebuilding of the 
town which was destroyed when Smaug was slain. Thorin, the 
dwarves' leader, refuses to concede their claim, so Bilbo decides 
to use the Arkenstone to end the siege by giving it to Bard. 
Thorin agrees to exchange a fourteenth share of the treasure 
(Bilbo's share) for the ArKenstone but he regards Bilbo's act as 
betrayal and sends him away. Before the exchange takes place the 
Battle of Five Armies occurs and the dwarves join the men and the 
elves against the goblins and wolves. Thorin is mortally wounded 
but makes his peace with Bilbo before he dies. 
Bilbo's theft of the ArKenstone and his decision to use it in an 
attempt to bring about peace are discussed in detail. Before the 
chi 1 dren., s responses are examined, the views of two er it i cs 
should be considered. Helms states, "The real climax of The 
Hobbit is not Bilbo's finding the ArKenstone, but his 
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renouncing the ArKenstone." Nitzche gives Bilbo's actions 
a spiritual significance. 
Now both courageous and t,iise, the hobbit becomes a burglar 
in the ••. spiritual sense when he battles against that 
proud and avaricious monster inside himself. The dragon 
tempts him as his serpent forefather has tempted Adam in 
Eden: he intimates that the dwarves will never pay him a 
0 fair share". Bilbo succumbs, stealing the precious arKen-
stone (sic) to ensure that he is paid for his work •••• 
Only in Chapter Sixteen ••. does he forget about himself in 
his concern for others - the elves, men and dwarves who may 
die from the approaching winter, starvation, or battle. He 
then relinquishes the arKenstone he has stolen from the 
dt,i,arves to their enemies the eliJes and men, so that they 
may bargain with Thorin and end the dispute. This highly 
moral act redeems him. n 
The discussion centres on the morality of Bi Ibo's actions and 
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Thorin's attitude to Bilbo. There is a feeling of ambiguity in 
the respondents' decisions about whether Bilbo was right to taKe 
the Arkenstone. Moira says he should not have taken it because 
"it was almost I iKe stealing even though he was entitled to a 
certain amount of treasure", but admits that she might have taken 
it if she were Bilbo because she v,anted to "get away fr·om there.• 
John does not really think it was stealing because "it might help 
fc,r· the future", but admits·that Bilbo's excu·:.e that it v,as his 
fourteenth share of the treasure was not a good reason "because 
he realizes it was a very precious part of the treasure and he 
should've left it." Andrew feels that it ~"as stealing. "It was 
wrong at that time, but it turned out for better afterwards.• He 
admits, however, that Bilbo did not Know that he would be using 
it to help others. Michael's response shows I ittle regard for 





In ter·•J i ewer· 
Michael 
Interviewer 
Hi chae 1 
You said that Bilbo should take the stone 
because it would make him rich. Was that a 
good reason? 
Yes, it's a natural thing if you see something 
that's ••• if it's going to make you rich 
you·'ll obviously take it. 
Is that I il<e stealing? 
Well, in a way, yes, but Thorin had no proof 
that it was his and there was much more 
treasure 1 ef t. 
Was Bi Ibo entitled to it as his fourteenth 
share? 
Yes, he'd led them there and everything. 
Why do you think he'd Joined the expedition? 
To make a Jot of money, I suppose. He knew 
there was treasure at the end because they 
told him. 
Whereas the others, although they can understand Bilbo's temp-
tation, sense that he should not have taken the Arkenstone, 
Michael feels that the end Justifies the means even though Bilbo 
was stealing, because he had come in sear·ch of treasure and 11Jas 
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entitled to it. He does recognize a change in his egocentric view 
of Bilbo's character when the siege is discussed because he 
thinks that Bilbo could have kept the stone, but used it to help 
them. Although he recognizes that Bilbo is helping others, there 
is a hint of self-preservation in his understanding of Bilbo's 
action because when asked what would have happened if Bilbo had 
kept the stone, he replies, "l~el l, then him and Thorin ~>Jould 
probably have fought it out." 
All the respondents feel that Thorin should ha1Je shared the 
treasure with Bard because if he had not Killed Smaug they would 
not have been able to get any treasure, but they can understand 
why Thorin felt betrayed although they realize that Bilbo was not 
intending to betray him. 
In ter•J i ewer· 
Andrew 












Thorin felt that Bi Ibo had betrayed him. Was 
that Bilbo's intention? 
No. 
What was Bilbo doing? 
Trying to sort out the mess, to save every-
body. 
Was he right to •Jse stolen goods, something 
he'd got in a bad way, to try to do something 
to help? 
Yes, in. a way it sort of balances it out. 
So if people steal ... 
Well, it depends what they steal. He wasn't 
really a proper thief because he thought he 
was entitled to it. 
What was he planning to get out of the 
bargain? 
Freedom, I suppose; to get them to join 
forces. 
Do you think that he could've just run away? 
Yes, he could've, but I don't think it 
would've been his nature to do that. 
Why not? 
He had a good heart. 
By recognizing that Bilbo's motives are not egocentric and that 
"it wo•Jldn't have been his nature" to r·un avJay, Andrew shows that 
he is able to grasp something of the redemptive nature of what 
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Nitzche calls his "highly moral act". Bilbo is not acting for his 
m,m gain, but for· the good of society e•.Jen though he kn0vJs that 
his actions may not gain him overall approval, "He had a good 
heart" and therefore he was prepared to risk his friendship with 
Thorin in order to save the dwarves. After the battle Thorin 
takes back what he has said to Bilbo, and Andrew interprets this 




Was it important that he forgave Bilbo before 
he died? 
Yes, because otherwise Bilbo would be plagued 
with a conscience all his life. 
Andrew is able to value the importance of their making peace not 
only in terms of Thorin's need to die a peaceful death but also 
in terms of Bilbo's need to be reassured that he did make the 
right decision. 
Ryan makes the point that "the specific suggestion of the 
operation of a power for evil is focused here in the nature of 
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treasure." The treasure provides situations in the story in 
which moral choices have to be made: Bilbo's decision whether or 
not to take the ArKenstone and how to use it later, Thorin's 
decision whether or not to share the treasure, and the decision 
to join the men and the elves against the goblins. 
Interviewer 
John 





Do you thinK that they were right to fight for 
the treasure? 
No. 
So what should they have done? 
Well, I agree that they should've tried to get 
the treasure back, but I wouldn't fight to get 
it back. 
Why do people fight for things 1 ike money? 
They want to be more popular. 
And are they happier in the end if they do get 
it? 
John 
In terv i e1,ier 
John 
Interu i e~~er 
Andrew 
In ter•J i ewer· 
Andrew 
In ter•J i ewer 
Andrew 




How do you think the fact that Thorin, their 
leader, had died affected their feelings about 
the treasure? 
They'd think that the treasure wasn't that 
important as when Thorin was al iue. 
What did you think about the fight for the 
tre.~sur·e? 
It wasn't worth it. 
Was Thorin's death worthwhile? 
No. 
l..Jas there a difference be t1,ieen the dvJar·•Jes 
fighting for the treasure and the goblins 
fighting for it? 
Yes, the dwar1,es'felt it was their right 
because it l.'Jas their 01.1.m treasure, but the 
goblins just wanted the treasure because of 
their greed and for power. 
Do you think power can bring happiness? 
No, because it takes a lot out of you to get 
there and by the time you get there it's not 
really worth al 1 the struggle - you get too 
much responsibility and too many enemies. 
Both John and Andrew feel that fighting for the treasure was not 
worthwhile and they recognize its destructive role in bringing 
about Thorin's death (and almost ruining his friendship with 
Bilbo), and its inability to bring happiness. They are therefore 
able to reason beyond a simple understanding of money bringing 
gratification (egocentric reasoning) because they realize that 
responsibility accompanies riches and power. 
The story provides a clear picture of the consequences of moral 
choices and the risk in•Jolved in the choices. The good/evil 
dichotomy becomes evident in the bat t 1 e when the "good" men, 
elves and dwarves fight against the "bad" goblins and wolves, but 
this division is shown to be a tentative one because if the worse 
evil of the goblins and wolves had not come against them the 
"good" characters would have fought each other. Good characters 
are .shov.m to be capable of making bad moral choices, but because 
198 
they are good they make reparation for their actions, e.g. Thorin 
mal<es peace with Bi Ibo and admits his error. 11 If more of 1J·; 
1Ja I ued food and cheer and song above hoarded gold, it wou Id be a 
merrier world." (p. 240) The reader is therefore encouraged to 
reason through moral decisions with the characters and to recog-
nize the consequences of those decisions. The values which the 
author emphasizes are gently stressed and are as much discoveries 
for the characters as they are for the readers. 
4.9 CONCLUSION 
It is evident from the analyses that Piagetian and Kohlbergian 
stages are referred to with less frequency than they were in the 
previous section. The reasons for this appear to be two-fold. 
This older group can, according to Kohlberg's expectations, be 
supposed to be reasoning at what he terms "higher" stages of 
reasoning ( i • e. they shou 1 d begin to reason on the convent i ona 1 
level>. A problem with Kohl berg's developmental sequence is that 
the higher the stage the less concrete the definition becomes. 
It is far easier to identify Stage 1 obedience/punishment type 
of reasoning than Stage 4 social system and conscience main-
tenance reasoning. The second reason is one that has already been 
mentioned in connection with certain responses from the younger 
group and that is that certain responses, especially when 
referring to abstract concepts 1 ike love, forgiveness and 
sacrifice, transcend formal categories of types of reasoning. 
The emotional response takes on greater significance. The respon-
dents are grappling with problems vJhich bec.ome incre.:1.singly more 
complex as they realize that the absolutes good and evil are not 
always present in easily identifiable absolutely good or bad 
characters. 
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Motivation for behaviour plays a far greater role in the 
respondent/s reasoning process than it did in the younger group. 
Motivation for bad behaviour is considered and often understood, 
although it is not condoned. Respondents are also able to admit 
more readi Jy that they themselves may also have beh~ved I ike the 
characters do, although they Know that the characters/ actions 
are wrong. Interestingly, motivation for wrong behaviour is often 
expressed in terms of Kohlberg/s reasoning. Fiona says that the 
wi tch'·s fol lowers fol lotJJed her because they were afraid that they 
would be turned into stone (obedience/punishment reasoning) an~ 
Lucinda thinks that they knew they were doing wrong "but they 
would just do what the other animals do.• <They are therefore 
seeking approval [Stage 31 although they are seeking the approval 
of bad characters.) A similar situation occurs in The Six Bad 
Boys. Rory and Gemma recognize Tom and Bob/s need to be 
approved b:1 the gang and a 1 though they kno~., it is wrong to keep 
the stolen money, they do not want to be thought to be "chicken• 
by the gang. Similarly Elaine/s theft of the shell is motivated 
by her desire to be approved by the other children. Kohlberg/s 
reasons for moral actions can therefore be seen to be used by 
children to justify bad as well as good behaviour. 
Perhaps because of this understanding of 'the motivations for 
bad behaviour, there is le•s stress on punishment as an agent cif 
reform. Punishment is not suggested by respondents and Hegan 
maintains that the tramp who stole from Philippa's cottage should 
not have been punished, even though the author sends him to jail. 
There seems to be a greater awareness of the idea that doing 
wrong brings about its ovm unhappiness, that ev i 1 i ~- self-
destruc ti ve. Punishment is therefore implicit in ~·Jrong-doing; 
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it does not have to be imposed on the wrong-doer because he or 
she will discover the unhappy consequences of the wrong deed 
eventually. There is also recognition that a wrong choice is 
not always absolute because the possibility for change exists 
(e.g. Hawkin's decision to leave the Light and then to return), 
but sorne characters are seen to be too evil for redemption (e.g. 
the White Witch and IT). 
Responses indicate that there is diversity in the reasoning 
processes of these respondents. Some still reason egocentrically 
(Amy···s idea that children should be allowed to be rude to 
pol icemen and Michael's statement that Bi Ibo was right to take 
the Arkenston~ because it would make him rich) while others are 
able to respond to complex religious reasoning imp! icit in the 
concept of sacrifice. It is noteworthy that implicit religious 
reasoning is more readily accepted than exp! icit religious 
reasoning. 
These respondents refute the escapist claims made about fantasy 
in no uncertain terms. Each of the four fantasy stories 
stimulated respondents to consider the implications of the 
fantasy story in the wider context of real 1 ife situations. 
They seem to be able to relate aspects of the fantasy in a 
general yet rele11ant way to similar but not identical situations 
in real I ife. The values expressed in the fantasies (e.g. Jove 
overcoming evil) are translated into real terms and applied to 
practical real problems (e.g. racism). This indicates that the 
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respondents are not being encouraged to _escape from their 
problematic world but are escaping to an Other World where values 
are absorbed which they can apply to real problems in the real 
world. As was pointed out during the analyses, their inability 
to solve the problems successfully does not invalidate their 
attempts to understand the problem and to put the values they 
have absorbed into practical perspective. 
It has been stressed previously that this study investigates 
the children's immediate responses to situations in 
I iterature and therefore assessment deals with their existing 
moral reasoning rather than attempting to extend their reasoning. 
It is e•Jident from the responses, however, that certain types of 
literature ha1Je greater potential ability to stimulate moral 
reasoning than others. It appears that moral values are as 
readily and often more readily accepted and related to real life 
when they are encountered in fantasy as opposed to realistic 
literature, 
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter outlines conclusions which have been drawn as a 
result of the examination of the theoretical background to the 
study in the 1 ight of the practical implications suggested by the 
responses. The psychological and 1 i1erary approaches are 
evaluated in terms of whether the theoretical expectations which 
they outline are shown to be val id when the responses of the 
children are considered. The analyses of responses, although 
partially dependent on the theoretical framework for the 
structure of questioning, are able to contribute to theories as a 
result of the content of responses. 
Practical implications of the study are considered and guidelines 
are suggested for possible areas of relat~d research which could 
not be included in this study, 
5.2 PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACH 
Piaget and Kohlberg's theories of moral development were used to 
provide a framework for evaluation of moral reasoning. Their 
1 imitations were discussed and the children~s responses bear out 
what was anticipated in Chapter 1, namely that children's moral 
reasoning cannot be conveniently categorized. The theories 
provide a heuristic device for understanding types of moral 
reasoning~ There is evidence to suggest that children do reason 
in the ways outlined by Piaget and Kohl berg, but the diversifi-
cation of responses indicates that they do not conform to 
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reasoning in particular stages, nor do they employ only the types 
of reasoning outlined in the theories. There were responses even 
among the younger group that defied Kohlbergian categorization 
and some responses seemed indicative of understanding of "high" 
levels (in Kohlberg's terms) of moral reasoning (i.e. when 
characters appear to be using reasoning indicative of Kohlberg 
postconventional level, respondents seem to understand this). 
It appears that the awareness of postconventional reasoning 
indicates understanding of two or more stages above what would 
normally be considered their stages of reasoning. Kohlberg's 
stage categorization outlines val id categories of moral reasoning 
but it does not go far enough in pro•Jiding a comprehensive system 
covering a 11 types of mora 1 reasoning. 
The factors suggested in Chapter 1 as possible contributors to 
shifts in moral reasoning were referred to in the analyses when 
their emphasis was specifically noticeable, but a few comments of 
a general nature are necessary to gain an overall perspective. 
These factors were over~emphasis on intellectual development, 
emotional influence, personality and contextual influence. 
The cognitive ability of the respondents does affect their 
responses to a large extent because if a child misunderstands a 
question or is unable to relate to certain aspects of a story 
because it is imperfectly understood, his or her response will 
reflect this cognitive deficiency. Although some responses were 
rejected as inadequate, aweak" responses were included as a wide 
spectrum of response was sought. Respondents from the older group 
still reason egocentrically on occasion, however, and children at 
fairly low intellect•Jal level are able to understand relatively 
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complex abstract concepts. This seems to indicate that although 
moral reasoning is dependent on a certain level of cognitive 
competence for its operation, moral development does not 
necessarily advance in conJunction with intellectual development. 
Some responses showed that children's reasoning is affected by 
emotion, and that emotional influence is not necessarily negati•Je 
In some cases emotions override rational thinking (e.g. Margie 
and Amy v,ere both able to maKe rational Judgements about how 
children should behave towards a pol iceman, but their emotional 
reaction to Mr Goon resulted in their concluding that the 
children's behaviour was right [MDC interview]), but in others 
(e.g. Victoria and Duncan's response to the giant's death [SG 
interview]) emotional involvement transcends conventional moral 
reasoning. 
The influence of personality is difficult to asses. Obviously the 
personality of the respondent is expressed to certain degree in 
the interview, but no attempt was made to analyse personality 
types on the basis of one interview! Personality was an important 
factor in the case of interviews which had to be excluded because 
some respondents were too shy or too abrupt (in spite of the fact 
that participation was voluntary) to contribute sufficient infor-
mation. Not all shy responses were excluded, however, as some 
shy respondents were encouraged to express their opinions and 
these were regarded as val id contributions in the spectrum of 
responses. 
The contextual factor is discussed in greater detail later as it 
is integrally related to Purves's audience component. The 
respondents answered questions on one story only, so contextual 
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influence could not be comparatively assessed (i.e. changes in 
reasoning could not be 1 inked to the context of different 
stories). The context of each story was considered in the 
analyses. Children in the older group were able to relate the 
story to other aspects of their experience whereas the younger 
group/s responses tended to be more context-bound. Leonardo, for 
example, was unable to conceive of anything beyond the confines 
of the story-line presented and when asked to suggest alternative 
behaviour, he simply retold the story. Leonardo is an extreme 
example, but children in the younger group did indicate that they 
accepted behaviour in the context of a story which they would not 
usually accept (e.g. Hr Pink-Whistle/s wa-=-te of food CFR 
interview]). 
Kohlberg/s outline of rel igio•Js development fol lows the same 
pattern as his developmental structure of stages of moral 
reasoning. What seems to be implied by his stages of religious 
reasoning is a notion of "religion readiness", that children/s 
religious understanding is sequential and therefore they will not 
be able to understand religious concepts related to high levels 
of moral reasoning. This understanding of religious reasoning is 
limited in the same way as the moral developmental structure, 
i.e. by the exclusion of the factors discussed above, and 
particularly by the exclusion of emotion. Responses indicate 
that children can experience a religious •feeling" which they 
articulate with varying degrees of success, but which neverthe-
less constitutes religious response of greater complexity than 
their usual moral reasoning. Whereas Kohlberg/s theory provides 
adequate scope for religious reasoning of the moralistic type 
(e.g. overtly didactic writers often~stress obedience/punishment 
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type reasoning), it does not make allowances for the effects of 
moral or religious imagination. Children may not be able to 
reason cognitively about their feelings, but by a process of 
symbolic ouerlay they are able to maKe connections which have 
spiritual validity (e.g. Andre' cOfMlents about Christ's disciples 
not understanding him CLWW interview)). This symbolic under-
standing is not an indication that children who display it are 
constantly operating at a complex level of reasoning because 
there is evidence which shows that symbolic understanding 
coexists with 1 iteral understanding. Victoria's idea that Jesus 
made the flowers bloom (her own symbolic interpretation) is seen 
to have a 1 iteral and not a spiritual effect on the giant - she 
mentions the changes in weather although she is aware of his 
change of heart as well <SG interview). Similarly Matthew 
concedes that Mrs Who, Hrs Whats it and Hrs Which behave 1 ike 
angels, but balks at their physical appearance - they do not 
.1..QQi 1 ike angels <WT interview). 
Kohlberg's stages of moral development are a valuable indication 
of .§J2!!1!. of the ways in which children reason, as shown by the 
diversification of reasoning evidenced in this small sample. The 
stages have validity if they ar~ not accepted as absolute. The 
practical implications of the Kohlbergian approach for education 
will be discussed presently. 
5.3 LITERARY APPROACH 
The 1 iterary approach concentrated on Gunn's adaptation of 
Abram's theory of the history of criticism which views the 
standpoints taken by each group of critics as dimensions or 
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orientations of approach to 1 iterature. Gunn's eclectic approach 
to the study of 1 iterature and religion inuolues using the 
strengths of each orientation (and his awareness of the 
deficiencies of each) and combining them with an understanding of 
the hypothetical orientation of 1 iterature to arrive at 
appreciation of the spirit•Jal component of literature. Fantasy 
and moralistic aspects of 1 i terature are seen to be the 
expression of emphasis on different orientation, and therefore 
the basis of the original orientation adopted by the writer 
determines to a large extent the effect the literature may have. 
The response to 1 iterature is therefore affected by the way in 
which the author expresses values. The moral issue of theft is 
raised in a number of stories read by the older group, but 
although it is safe to assume that none of the authors advocates 
theft, the way in which the incidents of theft are described 
differs. St. John stresses that theft is sin, Slyton stresses the 
social aspects of crime and Tolkien stresses the personal 
complications. The authors express the same opinion, namely that 
theft is wrong, but whereas St. John and Blyton'outl ine the 
reasons, TolKien's readers are left to reason about the issue 
themselves. This may·be regarded as morally dangerous because 
readers may not always maKe the "right" decision (e.g. Hichael 
felt that Bilbo was entitled to take the stone because it would 
maKe him rich [Hobbit interview]), but readers are exercising 
their own moral judgement. One of the expectations was that 
beca•Jse of the emphasis on the pragmatic orientation moralistic 
or overtly religious passages would elicit a negative response 
from children, especially in the older group where authoritarian 
influence is not as strong. No overt rejection of values of ideas 
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was noted, however, but implicit reJection was present in that 
the respondents tended to ignore rather than disagree with 
religious or moral values which were overtly expressed. 
Respondents who did not refer to these passages did not maKe 
negative comments about the booK as a whole either, so their non-
response to the passages cannot be regarded as part of a larger 
non-response to the booK. 
In the non-fantasy worKs the respondents' reasoning tended to 
follo1;J the reasoning suggested by the writer <although religious 
reasoning was not always accepted), but responses indicate that 
there was not much imaginative use of reasoning and therefore 
moral thinking was not extended by the stories. It is not 
possible to prove that certain stories actually reinforce certain 
types of reasoning or that because children respond to obedience/ 
punishment type reasoning in a story that they will necessarily 
use similar reasoning in an everyday situation, but it is 
possible to reach the conclusion that this may be al iKely effect 
if the ways in which other responses are related to real 1 ife are 
considered. It was expected that fantasy 1 iterature would be more 
readily accepted by readers and that it would stimulate moral 
thinking. Although fantasy worKs were generally favourably 
received, this response wasnot universal. (Hia, for example, 
stated that she preferred Nancy Drew stories because the events 
could really happen if one had enough talent [DR interview]). 
There is evidence to suggest that the reasoning in response to 
fantasy stories did tend to be more imaginative in its interpre-
tation of the extension of situations in fantasy to real J ife. 
Respondents who expressed opinions about war, power and politics 
showed that -they were able to relate their vicarious experiences 
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in fantasy to real life situations, thereby refuting suggestions 
by critics that fantasy 1 iterature encourages irresponsibility 
and escapism. 
It appears that fantasy's spiritual function can far more readily 
be discussed by critics than it can be ascertained in responses, 
but the responses do indicate that there is a certain amount of 
spiritual awareness in children and that they are able to 
recognize spiritual values. Although the references to prayer and 
the Bible were not noted by all respondents, respondents do 
respond positively to situations in which good triumphs over evil 
and show understanding of spiritual concepts 1 ike sacrifice and 
forgiveness without necessarily making concrete connections with 
biblical parallels. Where children do make direct comparisons 
(e.g. in recognizing Christ figures in "the selfish giant• and 
The Lion, The Witch and the Wardrobe) they seem to be 
children who have a fairly extensive knowledge of Christianity. 
Unfortunately time and space precluded the possibility of 
investigation of respondents' religious background, so 
conclusions have to be based on the 1 imited religious information 
provided by the responses. The process of spiritual discovery is 
not necessarily dependent on prior religious Knowledge, however, 
because the spiritual values are not tied to any specific code 
of belief. Fantasy is a useful vehicle for the presentation of 
spiritual truths because children are free to discover spiritual 
values by considering the possibilities created by situations in 
the stories but are not forced to accept any explanations or 
anything beyond the confines of the story itself. If they choose 
to relate their discovery to specific beliefs they can be 
regarded as having made a further discovery as they are showing 
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their ability to add religious content to their perceptions. 
The confirmation and disconfirmation of the expectations held at 
the beginning of this study highlight the important distinction 
between adults' and children's views. It is accepted that 
children's views are different to those of adults, but what this 
study has indicated is that children's views and what adults 
think are children's views are also different. This 
difference in adult/child orientation is closely related to the 
audience component in Purves's model of 1 iterary understanding. 
Purves's audience component raises the issue of context, and as 
have already mentioned this context can be understood in two 
ways: the context of the respondent's collective community (i.e. 
the context from which the response is given) and the context in 
which the response is given. It is the second understanding of 
context that has a bearing on the adult/child discussion. 
Because al 1 respondents were interviewed by me the context in 
which the response was given was constant for all respondents, 
i.e. responses were delivered to an adult by a child. Although 
the adult/child, interviewer/respondent relationship was 
constant, the degree to which each child was affected by it 
differs. Respondents were made aware of the fact that there were 
no •correct" answers and that their own opinions were most 
important, but acknowledgement of this need not have lessened 
their awareness of the fact that their responses were being made 
to an implicitly authoritarian figure. Where respondents showed 
signs of directing their responses towards what seemed to be an 
expected ans~er and particularly when the response was noticeably 
incongruous (e.g. Keri's assertion that she was glad when she was 
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punished [FR interview]), this tendency was noted in the 
analysis. I am aware, hovJe 1,1er, that other· responses (and possibly 
all of them) may have been affected bv this relationship, but 
because the context of response delivery was constant for all 
respondents, comparative comments on responses are legitimate. 
A very important distinction exists between adult perceptions of 
children's 1 iterature and the children's perceptions as expressed 
in their responses. My ot,m perceptions have been shown to be 
invalid in some cases (e.g. my expectation that children would 
respond in an overtly negative way to moralistic passages), but 
the critical expectations of supposedly expert adults are also 
shown to be invalid. 
At,Jareness on the part of literar:t critics of children'·s 
1 iterature of the unconscious response which may be evoked by 
cer-tain stories is a legitimate exe.rcise in supposal if it is 
clearly recognized that such suggestions are confined to the 
realm of supposal. When the unconscious effect is regarded as an 
obvious and'universal effect of the story, such criticism becomes 
dangerous assumption and often its potential relevance is lost. 
I shall outline two approaches which in my opinion show a 1 ittle 
too much adult enthusiasm and lose sight of the reality of 
children's responses. The first is a psychoanalytical approach 
and the second is theological. 
Hal brook, ~11hose er it i cal ability is rendered somewhat suspect by 
l 
his puzzling references to James Bond in his article on 
C.S. Lewis, presents a totally illogical critique of Lewis in 
psychoanalytical terms. One of the points he stresses is the 
harm that Lewis does to children by supposedly creating anxiety-
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provoking castration fears. Firstly he ignores the fact that his 
castration theory affects only half Lewis's readers (female 
readers are already castrated in psychoanalytic terms and there-
fore have nothing to fear~) and secondly, although he refers to 
the symbolic nature of the frightening events leading up to 
Edmund's threatened castration (the witch is in fact planning to 
slit his throat), he does not explain why fear of castration 
should be more frightening than fear of having one's throat cut. 
His interpretation of symbols is decidedly far-fetched. He claims 
that 
eating is very significant in The Lion, the Witch and 
the Wardrobe. The children eat the freshly caught trout 
with relish (and so are eating male sexual symbols). Edmund 
is menaced with eating Turkish Delight until it kills him 
(and this 'bad breast' corrupts his character>; being shut 
up in a wardrobe is a form of being eaten; killing is 
carving ••• 3 
This type of symbol hunting adds nothing to his interpretation of 
the story and more importantly does not contribute to the under-
standing of children's responses. 
Similarly, too much emphasis can be placed on theological 
imagery, Patterson examines the psychopomp nature of L'Engle's 
4 
characters and makes val id parallels, but then takes the 
symbol ism too far by suggesting they are manifestations of the 
Ho 1 y Sp i r i t. 
Throughout the series, the symbol of wind appears as the 
operative spirit image, and the association of wind with 
each of the psychopornp f i g1Jres makes c 1 ear that they are 
all images of spirit; indeed, the three novels may be read 
as meditations upon the Spirit, the divine wind or breath 
of the Holy Spirit in action in the world, expressed as 
trifold feminine wisdom, as masculine power, as angelic 
knowledge, and as the unifying unicorn. 5 
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The problem arises when what reader response theorists would 
consider a va I id persona I response becomes uni •Jersa I i zed. 
Patterson can legitimately claim that her mythic understanding of 
the characters enables her to relate{them to the Holy Spirit, 
or Holbrook can assert that reading c~s. Lewis provokes 
castration fears in him, but when they suggest that children 
~·Jill respond similarly, albeit unconsciousl>·, their validity is 
questionable. They are concentrating on the text and their own 
response and ignoring the possibility that other influences 
affect children'·s (and other adults'~) responses. It is 
ironic that Stibbs who claims that he wants children to read 
books that are "worthy, didactic, even predictable, but truth-
6 
ful 0 is prepared to consider interpretations I ike Holbrook's as 
"truth", Interestingly enough, if the sexual connotations pro-
posed by Holbrook are seriously considered, the facts that Asian 
rescues Edmund from the witch and that he overcomes his o~n death 
(seen by H,::dbrooK as sado-masochistic se>rnal humi I iation) indi-
cate that if taKen to its logical psychoanalytical conclusion, 
the story, instead of creating anxiety, actually shows that 
sexual fears can be overcome. This is not the point of the 
argument however; the point is that it is highly uni ikely that 
children will experience the feelings which Holbrook regards as 
automatic and self-evident. 
When children's overt responses to 1 iterature do not always 
conform to adult expectations, it is difficult to see how 
concrete assumptions can be made with any validity about their 
unconscious responses. 
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5.4 PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS RELATED TO FUTURE RESEARCH 
It has been pointed out that the aim of this study was to 
investigate and evaluate immediate moral responses to situations 
in 1 i tera ture, and therefore assessment 11,as centred on chi 1 dren' s 
existing moral reasoning and no attempt was made to extend their 
reasoning. Responses indicate, hov,e•Jer, that literature may well 
be useful to educators who want to teach moral education. 
Kohlberg's suggestion that the role of the moral educator is a 
Socratic one because the aim is to create dissatisfaction with 
the children's present state of reasoning needs careful consider-
ation. The responses indicate that some children are able to 
reason about certain matters in a fairly sophisticated way and 
therefore the moral educator would have to identify fairly 
specifically what aspects of reasoning would be considered 
unsatisfactory. The evidence of the responses seems to suggest 
that if moral reasoning is to be extended rather than reinforced, 
then the children should be given the opportunity to reason 
through the moral problem themselves rather than accept a moral 
solution presented by the author, 
Attempts to teach specific moral values may be difficult to 
assess. In a study undertaken with the specific aim of creating 
more favourable attitudes to blacks among white school children, 
in the United States of America, children's responses immediately 
after the session were favourable, but when a fol low-up in•Jesti-
gation was conducted two weeKs later, responses showed that 
children had returned to their original way of thinking, which 
7 
had been assessed before the study began. A similar study 
conducted over a period of six weeKs and involving white children 
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who were given books to read in which black characters played 
prominent roles showed that the books had little influence on 
children's attitudes. The general conclusion was that books did 
not reverse biases in either direction but did firm up existing 
8 
attitudes. 
It would appear, therefore, that adult expectations on the extent 
of influence of literature are inflated, whether the expectations 
are concerned with the positive effect a book may have or the 
negative effect. 
The distinction between adult and fhildren's perceptions of moral 
issues has been discussed in relation to critical assessment of 
Ii teratur-e, but a logical imp I ication of a negative adult 
response to certain children's I iterature is that the idea of 
moral censorship becomes imp I ici t in the negative approach. Some 
critics deny that they are promoting censorship (e.g. Stibbs 
claims that he is not "for censorship" but is "for select~on and 
9 
advice• and 1,r,till recommend "improving" novels), but their 
attempts to influence young r-eaders to read other books have 
indirect censorship as their aim. Other critics criticize works 
so severely that it is evident that their intention is to 
influence librarians, teachers and parents never to introduce 
them to children, and such critics usually apply a form of 
10 
censorship by suggesting a list of •safe" books (e.g. Dixon ). 
Interestingly this form of censorship appears to be directed 
primarily at fantasy and as has been mentioned fantasy is criti-
cized from two opposing ideological stances. Overt didacticism 
and moral ism are criticized, but there is less suggestion on the 
part of the critics <except Dixon) that these works should be 
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Kept away from children because there appears to be recognition 
of the fact that children t1Jill employ their own censorship by 
ignoring or rejecting overtly expressed values. Fantasy, however, 
is regarded as potentially harmful both from the Christian 
perspective and from the perspective of those who consider 
religious values embodied in fantasy to have adverse sociological 
and political effects. Whether fantasy is viewed as religiously 
or sociologically threatening, attempts to control children's 
reading by directing them away from fantasy may stifle their 
moral imagination so that they do not think morally at all, 
Adults who advocate moral censorship of fantasy should first taKe 
cognisance of ch-, 1 dren' s responses to different types of 
literature before attempting to control something as elusive as 
reader response. 
Although children were not specifically asked for opinions on 
fantasy or moralistic passages their responses indicate certain 
thinking which can be organized to represent general trends of 
opinion. 
Responses seem to indicate that the influence of overtly 
religious or moralistic passages is negligible. Although children 
do sh~,., signs of following the reasoning processes of authors who 
present moral solutions to problems, they do not accept all moral 
viewpoints that are portrayed by authors, whether these are 
•good" or •bad" viewpoints. As responses to a Slyton story <MDC) 
indicated, respondents identified with the children who treated 
the pol iceman with disrespect, but did not display any evidence 
of social class snobbery, contrary to adult expectations. 
Childr~n's non-response to overt didacticism indicates that 
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overtly didactic books do not in fact teach moral values. They 
may reinforce existing moral reasoning, but although often their 
intention may be to teach moral behaviour they often do not 
stimulate moral thought. It is unlikely that they would ha•Je 
sufficient influence to cause fixation of a particular type of 
reasoning unless children receive no other moral stimulation. A 
logical conclusion, therefore, is that moralistic 1 iterature has 
very little influence on children (either negative or positive) 
and therefore writers who deliberately set out to inculcate moral 
values in their readers are unlikely to achieve their aim. 
Similarly, parents and teachers who attempt to use moralistic 
1 iterature to promote moral development in children will probably 
be unsuccessful, It is possible that children may agree with an 
author's strongly expressed opinion (e.g. responses), but this 
agreement with an opinion does not necessarily involve moral 
reasoning because the opinion is often expressed in a way that 
does not encourage independent evaluation of the problem. Even 
this negative "influence 0 is neg! igible because the moral 
situation is context-dependent and therefore children may accept 
the author's expressed opinion in the context of the story, but 
because they have not reasoned deeply about the issue it seems 
unlikely that they will relate the issues to their everyday 
experience. Censorship of what adults consider 0 wrongu values in 
moralistic 1 iterature appears to be unnecessary in utilitarian 
terms because children are not as easily influenced by moral ism 
(i.,Jhether they accept, re,iect or ignore it) as some critics might 
expect. · 
The antagonist stance towards fantasy has been out! ined fairly 
comprehensively and theoretical arguments as well as evidence of 
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children's responses have been used to suggest that fantasy is 
neither a threat to religion nor a medium which encourages 
~~i thdrawal from reality. Apart from stifling the development of 
children's moral imagination censorship of fantasy literature, 
whatever the motivation behind it may be, denies children freedom 
of choice. The freedom of choice implicit in religious adherence 
is ignored by both the pro-religious and anti-religious opponents 
of fantasy. 
The radical Christian attitude that children should only read 
"safe"'books ironically has precisely the effect that critics 
claim of fantasy, namely that it inadequately prepares children 
for 1 ife in the real world, By denying children the experience of 
fantasy, adults are presenting children with an insular view of 
society because they never encounter the possibility that not 
everyone holds the same beliefs. This attitude on the part of 
adults is morally and religiously dishonest. The responses of 
children in this study to the overtly religious books show that 
this attitude is also self-deceiving because although the 
children did not overtly reJect the religious values, they did 
not always accept them. Religious values cannot be successfully 
forced on children. They need to be free to discover truths for 
themselves and to make their own choices. 
Similarly, if parents or teachers share Dixon's attitude to 
religious or quasi-religious themes in fantasy, they should 
accept that children have a right to make their own decisions. 
Dixon's attitude amounts to a form of moral brain-washing. Merely 
because he believes that religion is not relevant to his 
experience, he wants to inflict his opinion <which includes 
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inconsistent criticism of religion as discussed above) on 
children by encouraging them to read books which give them the 
message that there is no religious hope. He is replacing what he 
regards as preJudice by a more preJudiced view. Dixon's view has 
been countered by the suggestion that a knowledge of the history 
of preJudice is more valuable for the child than a blanket ban on 
11 
books of preJudice. To deny children freedom of choice in 
1 iterature and in what they absorb from I iterature because of 
fear that it will expand their moral thinking in "unsuitablea 
directions is ludicrous. This perception of I iterature as a 
threat places too heavy an emphasis on 1 iterature itself and 
belittles the role of children as participants in the 1 iterary 
process by ignoring the possibility that in exercising their free 
choice the children can choose whether to accept or reJect 
values. 
If the supposedly negative effects of I iterature as assessed by 
adults are shown to be negligible in the 1 ight of children's 
responses, the question of whether the supposedly positive 
spiritual quality attributed to fantasy by adults has any effect 
on children must be considered. It has already been noted that 
children's responses display awareness of spiritual values and 
understanding of spiritual concepts 1 ike sacrifice and forgive-
ness, although these values are not always translated into 
religious terms. Previous discussion has also indicated that this 
rion-translation is not necessarily a sign of non-recognition of 
spiritual values because ~he response to the inherent "rightness• 
of the story has sufficient spiritual worth. These then are 
immediate responses to stories, but want to suggest that values 
expressed in fantasy 1 iterature may have more lasting effects 
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because the imaginative response is non-specific and will 
therefore not be 1 inked to the story alone. Responses indicate 
that children are able to relate moral situations in fantasy 
I iterature to real 1 ife and therefore their understanding of the 
moral problem is already shown not to be context-dependent, but 
unfortunately the effects of fantasy 1 iterature in the long term 
will be difficult to assess precisely because of its non-
specificity. 
What this study has been able to assess is that children do 
respond imaginatively to fantasy 1 iterature. Although research 
conditions did not permit a controlled comparati 1,1e study in which 
the same respondent could answer questions on a non-fantasy as 
wel I as a fantasy worK, a general tendency on the part of fantasy 
respondents to react more imaginatively than non-fantasy 
respondents can be noted as a val id comparati 1,1e aspect of this 
study. It has been generally concluded on the basis of children/s 
responses that fantasy 1 iterature which contains situations of a 
moral nature has the potential ability to stimulate moral 
reasoning. Consideration of the contribution that moral 
imagination makes to moral development is essential for moral 
educators, whether they are parents or teachers. 
It is assumed that all modern moral educators would disagree with 
the fairy-tale condemning Hrs Trimmer who posited that "RELIGION 
and VIRTUE may be as easily taught to children as Chemistry, 
12 
Mechanics, etc.• What they do not agree on is how, if at all, 
to teach moral education. The wider aspects of moral education 
cannot be covered here, but the specific relevance of I iterature 
to moral education will be discussed. 
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In this study only immediate responses to 1 iterature were 
assessed and it was concluded that fantasy literature stimulated 
moral thinKing beyond the confines of the story, It appears 
therefore that fantasy literature could provide a val id starting 
point for discussion on moral issues. Discussion of situations in 
I iterature encourages children to give a natural and spontaneous 
response and they are more 1 iKely to contribute honestly to such 
discussions than if their opinions were asked about an unrelated 
moral issue where they are conscious of the need to make moral 
Judgements. Obviously not only fantasy 1 iterature is suitable for 
such discussion, but the value of fantasy 1 iterature in 
stimulating the moral imagination should be considered. A story 
which stimulates moral reasoning in an imaginative way may not 
necessarily impart the fixed values which are expressed in the 
story, but because children are given the opportunity to reason 
about the moral problem they are given practice in moral thinking 
which leads to moral growth. Children are encouraged to make 
their own moral decisions as they reason through moral problems 
and therefore their decisions have greater personal relevance and 
validity because they are working through their own reasoning 
process fn•tead of merely accepting the reasoning of others. In 
this way they are encouraged to work towards their own under-
standing of Kohlberg/s idea of •true knowledge of the good 0 • 
The role of moral imagination is important in the development of 
religious thinKing as well. The responses indicate that children 
are able to respond to "numinous momentsn in 1 iterature which are 
sometimes far beyond their cognitive understanding. The nature of 
religious language is symbolic and therefore religious concepts 
can often only be intuitively understood, but not cognitively 
explained. What L'Engle writes of the fairy world can equally 
be related to the religious realm: uthe world •.• where we 
aren't limited to our intellect at the sacrifice of our 
13 
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intuition." It appears that religious educators should not be 
bound by the idea that children need to reach a stage of religion 
readiness before they can understand religion language. Children 
may well misunderstand some concepts if they are beyond their 
understanding, but if they are encouraged to practice moral 
thinking imaginatively they are 1 ikely to correct their 
misunderstandings by their own disco•Jeries. The religious or 
moral educator can play a creative role in the stimulation of 
moral reasoning by adopting an advisory rather than condemnatory 
attitude towards immature reasoning. By suggesting alternative 
reasoning in a way that allows children to discover a new way of 
considering an issue, they can encourage children to extend their 
reasoning instead of merely accepting the "right• way of 
thinking. 
The inclusion of children's responses in this study high! ights 
the fact that adult theorizing can provide val id frameworks for 
understanding children's moral, religious and I iterary 
development, but these theoretical speculations need to be tested 
against the reality of children's ideas. All too often adult 
expectations underestimate children's ability. 
What is truth? says Pilate 
Waits for no answer; 
Double your stakes, says the clock 
To the ageing dancer; 
Double the guard, says Authority, 
Treble the bars; 
Holes in the sky, says the child 
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5. Name of book •.••....•...•...•••••.••.••.•...•..••...••.•••. 
6.a.Did you enjoy reading this booK? ••••• 6.b. Would you l iKe 
to reread it at a later stage? 
7. Why did you enjoy or not enjoy reading it? 
8. Was there a section that you particularly I iKed? Describe 
it briefly and say why you felt that way. 
9. Was there a section that you particularly disliked? Desribe 
it briefly and say why you felt that way. 
10. Which characters did you 1 iKe the most? List the first three 
in order and say why you l iKed them. 
11. Which characters did you 1 iKe the least? List the first 
three in order and say why you disliked them •. 
12. Do you think this book has helped you to understand yourself 
or other people better? Explain how; 
13. l,Jrite down five books that you have enjoyed reading. 




When Jo and Laurie go skating, ,Jo is still angry t,Jith Amy and 
so she doesn't warn her about the dangerous ice and Amy falls 
in. 
1. How does Jo feel after the incident? 
2. What do you think about the way Jo behaued? 
:3. Ho11J do you th i nl< you 1,Jou 1 d ha•Je behaved if you were Jo? 
4. What do you think about the way Amy behaved? 
5. How do you think you 11Jould have behaved if you were Amy? 
6. What do you think of Jo'· s mother's advice on how Jo shou 1 d 







THE MYSTERY OF THE DI SAP PEAR ING CAT 
At the end of the book when the children explain to Inspector 
Jenks how they managed to solue the mystery, Mr Goon is not 
very p I e.ased. 
l,Jhy do you think Mr Goon isnJt pleased? 
ls Mr Goon a good person? Say why you think this. 
How do the chi 1 dren behave towards him?. 
Hov, do you think you would behave towards him if you 11,ere 
one of the chi 1 dren? 
HO\IJ do you think you would behave if you were Mr Goon? 
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THE SIX BAD BOYS 
CHAPTERS 15 AND 16 
Patrick claimed that he was going to get back a sixpence that 
the newsagent had short-changed him, but he helped himself to 
more. 
1. If he had taken only his sixpence, would he stil I haue been 
stealing? Why do you think so? 
2. Bob was planning to return his share of the money, but 
decided to use it to buy presents for Pat. Was this a good 
reason for Keeping the money? Say why you think so. 
When Tom found the wallet containing twelve pounds Fred said, 
•Finding/s Keeping,• and so they shared out the money. 
3. What would you have done if you were Tom? lJhy? 
4. What would you have done if you were Fred? Why? 
5. Why do you think the boys behaved the way they did? 
THE DARK IS RISING 
1. What do you think you would have found to be the most 
difficult thing you had to do if you were Will? Why? 
In the chapter •Betrayal" in Part II, Hawkin decides to 
Join the Da~k because he feels that Merriman has treated 
him badly. 
2. How do you think you would feel if you were Hawkin? 
3. What do you think you would have done if Maggie Barnes had 
approached you? 
4. How do you think you IIJOU l d fee 1 if you 11.1er·e Herriman? 
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A WRINKLE IN TIME 
CHAPTER 12 
l. When Heg realizes that she has tc, go to rescue Charles 
Wallace she is upset at first, but then she agrees to go. 
What do you think made her change her mind? 
2. What do YOU think Hrs Who's gift to Meg meant? 
3. Ho11, did Meg manage to rescue Charles ~Jal lace? 
4. Ho1,1,1 do you think YOU would have felt if you were Meg? 
5. Ho11J do you think YOU 11,oul d ha1,1e acted if you were IT? 
THE LI ON I THE WITCH AND THE 1..JARDROBE 
CHAPTERS 14 & 15 
1. Why do you think Asian agreed to go to the witch to be 
k i 11 ed? 
2. How did the people watching the Kil I ing behave? 
3. What do you think you would have done if you had been 
watching the Kil I ing? Explain why. 
3. After the battle Lucy asked Susan whether she thought 
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Edmund knev,1 what Aslan had done for him, but she didn/t Knoc,J, 
Do you think that he Knew? How do you think he would have 
felt if he had Known? Why? 
RAINBClJ GARDEN 
CHAPTER 8 
1. What were Elaine's reasons for taking the shell? Were 
they good reasons? Say why you think so. 
CHAPTER 14 
lJhen El a i ne r·emembers that she has promised to go to tea 
with Philippa, she turns back even though she would have 
1 iked to go to the river with the others. 
2. What do you think made her turn back? 
3. What do you think would have happened if she hadn't turned 
back? 
.CHAPTER 20 
4. What Kind of person do you think the tramp who found Elaine 
was? 
245 
STAR OF LIGHT 
CHAPTER 5 
• 
I. When Kinza·'s mother decides to send her away tAli th Hamid so 
that she won't be sold to the beggar, why does she want to 
send her to the English nurse? 
CHAPTER 17 
2. Why did Hamid change_ his mind about telling Rosemary about 
his step-father? 
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3. What made Hamid decide to go tAlith Rosemary to show her where 
his family 1 ived? 
4. Rosemary told Jenny that she was being selfish by being bad-
tempered and feeling sorry for herself all day. What do you 
think of her behaviour? HooJ do you think you wou 1 d have 




When Bilbo is checking to see if Smaug is there, he sees the 
Arkenstone and puts it in his pocket. 
1. Do you think Bilbo was right to take the stone? 
2. Do you think you would have taken the stone if you were Bilbo? 
Why? 
CHAPTER 15 
After Smaug had been killed the Elvenking and Bard felt 
that they had a right to some of the treasure, but Thorin 
disagreed. 
3. What would you have done if you were Thorin? 
CHAPTER 16 
4. When Bilbo decides to stop the siege by giving Bard the 
Arkenstone, Thorin feels that Bilbo has betrayed him. What 
do YOU think? Say why YOU think this. 




Abrams, M.H. The Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic Theory and 
the Critical Tradition. New York: Norton, 1958. 
Aiken,J. A free gift. In Blishen, E., ed. The Thorny 
Paradise. Harmondsworth:Kestrel, 1975,pp.36-52. 
Alcott, L.M. Little Women, 1st publ. 1867. London: Dent & 
Sons, 1911. 
Alexander, L. Fantasy as images: A literary view. Language 
Arts 1978.55(4):440-446. 
Alexander, L. High fantasy and heroic romance. In Heins, 
P.,ed. Crosscurrents of Criticism. Boston: Horn 
Book,1977, pp.170-177. 
Anderson, H.C. The wild swans. In Ardizonne's Andersen, 
London: Deutsch, 1978. 
Anonymous. c.s. Lewis. Books for Keeps 1984.27:14-15. 
Applebee, A.N. The Child's Concept of Story. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1978. 
Applebee, A.N. Studies in the spectator role: an approach 
to response to literature. In Cooper, C.R., ed. 
Researching Response to Literature and the Teaching of 
Literature: Points of Departure. Norwood, N.J.: Ablex, 
1985, pp. 87-102. 
Auden, W.H. Afterword - George MacDonald. In Meek, M., 
Warlow, A., Barton, G.,'eds. The Cool Web: The Pattern 
of Children's Reading. London: Bodley Head, 1977, pp. 
103-105. 
Avery, G. Childhood's Pattern: A Study of the Heroes and 
Heroines of Children's Fiction 1770 - 1950. London: 
Hodder & Stoughton, 1975. 
Barker, K. The use of food in Enid Blyton's fiction. 
Children's Literature in Education 1982.13(1):4-12. 
Barth, J.R. A newer criticism in America: the religious 
dimension. In Engel, M.,ed. Uses of Literature 
(Harvard English Studies 4). Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1973, pp.67-82. 
Bawden, N. The imprisoned child. In Blishen, E., ed. The 
Thorny Paradise. Harmondsworth:Kestrel, 1975, pp.62-
64. 
249 
Bettelheim, B. The Uses of Enchantment: The Meaning and 
Importance of Fairy Tales. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 
1979. 
Bingham, J.M., Scholt, G.Didacticism in new dress: a look at 
"free" stories. Top of the News 1976.32(3):253-260. 
Siskin, D.S., Hoskisson, K. An experimental test of the 
effects of structured discussions of moral dilemmas 
found in children's literature on moral reasoning.The 
Elementary School Journal 1977.5:407-416. ~-
Slyton, E. The forgotten rabbits. In The Adventures of Mr 
Pink-Whistle, 5th ed. London: George Newnes, 1948. 
Slyton, E. The Mystery of the Disappearing Cat, 1st publ. 
1944. St. Albans, Herts.: Granada, 1973. 
Blyton, E. The Six Bad Boys, 1st publ. 1951.London: 
Lutterworth, 1960. 
Brady, C.A. Finding God in Narnia. In White, M.L., ed. 
Children's Literature: Criticism and Response. 
Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1976, pp.126-130. 
Bragg, M. Little Women. Children's Literature in Education 
1978.9(2):95-100. 
Brewer's Dictionary of Phrase and Fable (Centenary 
edition). Revised by Evans, I.H. London: Cassell, 
1974. 
Brophy, B. A masterpiece and dreadful. In Haviland, v. 
Children and Literature: Views and Reviews. London: 
Bodley Head, 1974, pp. 66-70. 
Cadogan, M., Craig, P. You're a Brick, Angela! A New Look 
at Girl's Fiction from 1839 to 1975. London: Gollancz, 
1976. 
Carpenter, H. J.R.R. Tolkien: A Biography. London: Unwin, 
1978. 
Carpenter, H., Prichard, M. The Oxford Companion to 
Children's Literature. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1984. 
Chabot, C.B. Understanding interpretive situations. In 
Cooper, C.R., ed. Researching Response to Literature 
and the Teaching of Literature: Points of Departure. 
Norwood, N.J.: Ablex, 1985, pp. 22-32. 
Chambers, D.W. Children's Literature in the Curriculum. 
Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1971. 
250 
Chant, J. Niggle and Numenor. Children's Literature in 
Education 1975.19:161-171. 
Chesterton, G.K. The ethics of elfland. In Orthodoxy. 
London: John Lane, Bodley Head,1943 (Orig. 1908), 
pp.66-102. 
Colbath, M.L. Worlds as they should be: Middle-earth, 
Narnia and Prydain. Elementary English 1971.48(8):937-
945. 
Coles, R. The Moral Life of Children. Boston: Atlantic 
Monthly Press, 1986. 
Conn, W.E. Moral reasoning and moral action: a critical 
analysis of Kohlberg's theory of moral development. In 
Meacham, J.A., Santilli, N.R., eds. Social Development 
in Youth: Structure and Content. Basel: S. Karger, 
1981, pp. 100-112. 
Cook, E. The Ordinary and the Fabulous. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1969. 
Cooper, C.R.,ed. Researching Response to Literature and the 
Teaching of Literature: Points of Departure. Norwood, 
N.J.: Ablex, 1985. 
Cooper, s. Escaping into ourselves. In Hearne, B., Kaye, 
M., eds. Celebrating Children's Books: Essays on 
Children's Literature in Honor of Zena Sutherland. New 
York: Lothrop, Lee & Shepard, 1981, pp.14-23. 
Cooper, s. Newbery Award Acceptance Speech. Horn Book 
Magazine 1976.52(4):361-366. 
Cooper, s. Silver on the Tree. Harmondsworth: Penguin 
(Puffin), 1977. 
Cooper, s. Speech delivered at the Tir na n-Og Awards 
Presentation in Bangor, Wales, October 1978. Bookbird 
1979.4:17-21. 
Cooper, s. The Dark is Rising, 1st publ. 1973. 
Harmondsworth: Penguin (Puffin), 1983. 
Coulson, J. Religion and Imagination. Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1981. 
Crews, F.C. The Pooh Perplex: A Student Casebook. London: 
Arthur Barker, 1963. 
Curtis, A. Remembering Tolkien and Lewis. British Book News 
June 1977:429-430. 
Curtis, J. On re-reading The Hobbit, fifteen years later. 
Children's Literature in Education 1984.15(2):113-120. 
251 
Darton, F.J.H. Children's Books in England: Five Centuries 
of Social Life, 3rd ed. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1982. 
Dickinson, P. Fantasy: the need for realism. Children's 
Literature in Education 1986.17(1):39-51. 
Dixon, B. Catching Them Young 2: Political Ideas in 
Children's Fiction. London, Pluto Press, 1977. 
Drury, R.W. Realism plus fantasy equals magic. Horn Book 
Magazine 1972.48:113-119. 
Duska, R., Whelan, M. Moral Development: A Guide to Piaget 
and Kohlberg. Dublin: Gill & Macmillan, 1977. 
Egoff, S. Precepts and pleasures: changing emphases in the 
writing and criticism of children's literature. In 
tc.l~· Egoff, S., Stubbs, G.T., Ashley, L.F., Only Connect: 
Readings on Children's Literature Toronto: Oxford 
University Press, 1969, pp.419-446. 
Egoff, s., Stubbs, G.T., Ashley, L.F., eds. Only Connect: 
Readings on Children's Literature. Toronto: Oxford 
University Press, 1969. 
Egoff, S.A. Children's books: a Canadian's view of the 
current American scene. In Heins, P., ed. 
Crosscurrents of Criticism. Boston: Horn Book, 1977, 
pp. 128-136. 
Egoff, S.A. Thursday's Child: Trends and Pattern~ in 
Contemporary Children's Literature. Chicago: American 
Library Association, 1981. 
Eliot, T.S. Religion and literature. In Tennyson, G.B., 
Ericson, E.E., eds. Religion and Modern Literature: 
Essays in Theory and Criticism. Grand Rapids, 
Mich.:Eerdmans, 1975, pp.21-30. 
Enright, E. Realism in children's literature. Horn Book 
Magazine 1967.43:165-170. 
Fish, s. Is There a Text in This Class? The Authority of 
Interpretive Communities.Cambridge, Mass. & London: 
Harvard University Press, 1980. 
Fisk, N. One thumping lie only. In Blishen, E., ed. The 
Thorny Paradise. Harmondsworth:Kestrel, 1975, pp.117-
122. 
Forbes, C. Allegorical fantasy: Mortal dealings with cosmic 
questions. Christianity Today 1979.23:912-917. 
252 
Forbes, C. Narnia comes to prime time. Christianity Today 
1979.23:740. 
Forbes, C. Supernatural sagas of good and evil: The foolish 
things of Madeleine L'Engle. Christianity Today 
1979.23:928,929. 
Ford, P.F. Companion to Narnia. San Francisco: Harper & 
Row, 1980. 
Fowler, J.W. Stages of Faith: the Psychology of Human 
Development and the Quest for Meaning. San Francisco: 
Harper & Row, 1981. 
Fox, P. Some thoughts on imagination in children's 
literature. In Hearne, B., Kaye, M., eds. Celebrating 
Children's Books:Essays on Children's Literature in 
Honor of Zena Sutherland. New York: Lothrop, Lee & 
Shepard, 1981, pp. 24-34. 
Gibbons, S. Imaginative writing. In Gibb, J., ed. Light on 
C.S.Lewis.London: Bles, 1965, pp. 86-101. 
Giblin, J.C. Esthetic or functional, saccharine or 
shocking? An editor looks at values in children's 
books. Children's Literature in Education 
1977.8(3):120-126. 
Glazer, J.I., Williams G. Introduction to Children's 
Literature. New York: McGraw-Hill,1979. 
Gough, J. A critical view of Susan Cooper's fantasy 
quintet, "The Dark is Rising''. English in Education 
1985.19(2):55-66. 
Gough, J. C.S. Lewis and the problem of David Holbrook. 
Children's Literature in Education 1977.8(2):51-62. 
Green, R.L. Tellers of Tales: Children's Books and their 
Authors from 1800 to 1964. London: Ward, 1965. 
Green, R.L., Hooper, W. C.S.Lewis: A Biography.London: 
Collins, 1974. 
Green, R.M. Religious Reason: The Rational and Moral Basis 
of Religious Belief. New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1978. 
Green, W.H. The four-part structure of Bilbo's education. 
Children's Literature 1980.8:133-140. 
Greenlaw, M.J. Science fiction: impossible! improbable! or 
prophetic? In White, M.L., ed. Children's Literature: 
Criticism and Response. Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1976, 
pp.91-99. 
253 
Gunn, G. The Interpretation of Otherness: Literature, 
Religion and the American Imagination. New York : 
Oxford University Press, 1979. 
Gunn, G.B. ed. Literature and Religion. London: SCM, 1971. 
Gustafson, J.M., Peters, R.S., Kohlberg L., Bettelheim, B., 
Keniston, K.Moral Education: Five Lectures. Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1970. 
Hadley, E. The scrubbed pine world of English children's 
fiction. The Use of English 1980.31(2):56-65. 
Harms, J.M. Children's responses to fantasy in relation to 
their stages of intellectual development. (Ph.D. 
dissertation, 1972, Ohio State University) 
Di_ssertation Abstracts 1973.33(11) :6234A-6235A. 
Haviland, V. Children and Literature: Views and Reviews. 
London: Bodley Head, 1974. 
Hazard, P. Books, Children and Men. (trans.M. Mitchell). 
Boston: Horn Book, 1944. 
Hearne, B. Innocence and experience: A critical paradox. In 
Hearne, B., Kaye, M., eds. Celebrating Children's 
Books: Essays on Children's Literature in Honor of 
Zena Sutherland. New York: Lothrop, Lee & Shepard, 
1981, pp.165-176. 
Heins, P., ed. Crosscurrents of Criticism. Boston: Horn 
Book 1977. 
Heisig, J.W. Bruno Bettelheim and the Fairy Tales. 
Children's Literature 1977.6:93-114. 
Helms, R. Myth, Magic and Meaning in Tolkien's World. 
London: Granada (Panther), 1978. 
Helson,R. Fantasy and self discovery. In White, M.L., ed. 
Children's Literature: Criticism and Response. 
Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1976, pp.117-125. 
Heuscher, J.E. A Psychiatric Study of Fairy Tales : Their 
Origin, Meaning and Usefulness. Springfield, Ill.: 
Thomas, 1963. 
Hildick, W. Children and Fiction. London: Evans Brothers, 
1970. 
Hoffeld, L. Where magic begins. The Lion and the Unicorn 
1979.3(1) :4-13. 
Holbrook, D. The problem of c.s. Lewis.Children's 
Literature in Education 1973.10:3-25. 
254 
Holland, N.N. 5 Readers Reading. New Haven & London: Yale 
University Press, 1975. 
Holland, N.N. Reading readers reading. In Cooper, C.R. ed. 
Researching Response to Literature and the Teaching of 
Literature: Points of Departure. Norwood, N.J.: Ablex, 
1985, pp. 3-21. 
Hollander, A. Reflections on Little Women. Children's 
Literature 1982.9:28-39. 
Holtzman, W.H. Moral Development (Proceedings of the 1974 
Education Testing Service Invitational Conference). 
Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1974. 
Hooper, W. Narnia: The Author, The Critics, and The Tale. 
Children's Literature 1974.3:12-22. 
Hughes, D. Books for young readers that touch on religious 
themes do not get a fair shake in the market-place. 
English Journal 1981.70(8):14-17. 
Hughes,T. Myth and education. Children's Literature in 
Education 1970.1:55-67. 
Hume,K. Fantasy and Mimesis: Responses to Reality in 
Western Literature. New York: Methuen, 1984. 
Hunt, G. Honey for a child's heart. Grand Rapids, Mich: 
Zondervan, 1978. 
Hunter, M. A need for heroes. Horn Book Magazine 
1983.59:146-154. 
Inglis, F. The Promise of Happiness: Value and Meaning in 
Children's Fiction. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1981. 
Janeway, E. Meg, Jo, Beth, Amy and Louisa. In Egoff, s., 
Stubbs, G.T., Ashley, L.F~~bnly Connect: Readings on 
Children's Literature. Toronto: Oxford University 
Press, 1969. 
Jenkins; s. Love, loss and seeking: maternal deprivation 
and the quest. Children's Literature in Education 
1984.15(2):73-84. 
Johnston R.K. Image and content: the tension in C.S. Lewis' 
Chronicles of Narnia. Journal of the Evangelical 
Theological Society 1977.20:253-264. 
Kay, w. Moral Development: A Psychological Study of Moral 
Growth from Childhood to Adolescence. London: Allen & 
Unwin, 1968. 
255 
Keyser, E.L. Domesticity versus identity: a review of 
Alcott research. Children's Literature in Education 
1985.16(3):165-175. 
Kimmel, E.A. Can children's books change children's values? 
Educational Leadership 1970.28:209-214. 
Kocher, P. Master of Middle-earth. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 
1975. 
Kohlberg, L. The Philosophy of Moral Development (Essays on 
Moral Development, vol. 1). San Francisco: Harper & 
Row, 1981. 
Kohlberg, L. Stages of moral development. In Beck, C.M., 
Crittenden, B.S., Sullivan, E.V., eds. Moral 
Education: Interdisciplinary Approaches. New 
York:Newman Press, 1971:23-92. 
Kurtines, w., Greif, E.B. The development of moral thought: 
review and evaluation of Kohlberg's approach. 
Psychological Bulletin 1974.81:453-470. 
L'Engle, M. A Wrinkle in Time, 1st publ. 1962. 
Harmondsworth: Penguin (Puffin), 1973. 
L'Engle, M. Childlike wonder and the truths of science 
fiction. Children's Literature 1982.10:102-110. 
L'Engle, M. What is real? Language Arts 1978.55:447-451. 
Langton, J. The weak place in the cloth: A study of fantasy 
for children. In Heins, P.,ed. Crosscurrents of 
Criticism. Boston: Horn Book,1977, pp.185-196. 
Le Guin, u. This fear of dragons. In Blishen, E., ed. The 
Thorny Paradise. Harmondsworth:Kestrel, 1975, pp.87-
92. 
Lee, R.S. Your Growing Child and Religion. Harmondsworth: 
Pelican, 1965. 
Levstik, L.S. "I am no lady!": the tomboy in children's 
fiction. Children's Literature in Education 
1983.14(1):14-20. 
Lewis, c.s. Christianity and literature. In Tennyson, G.B., 
Ericson, E.E.,eds. Religion and Modern Literature: 
Essays in Theory and Criticism. Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
Eerdmans, 1975, pp.46-54. 
Lewis, C.S. Letter to James E. Higgins. In Meek, M., 
Warlow, A., Barton, G., eds. The Cool Web: The Pattern 
of Children's Reading. London: Bodley Head, 1977, p. 
157. 
256 
Lewis, C.S. On stories. In Meek M., Warlow A., Barton G., 
eds. The Cool Web: The Pattern of Children's Reading. 
~o"'G\oh: Bodley Head, 1977, pp. 76-90. 
Lewis, C.S. On three ways of writing for children. In 
~,J.~· Egoff, s., Stubbs, G.T., Ashley, L.F., Only Connect: 
Readings on Children's Literature. Toronto: Oxford 
University Press, 1969, pp. 207-220. 
Lewis, C.S. The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe, 1st publ. 
1950. Harmondsworth: Penguin (Puffin), 1979. 
Lewis, R.W.B. Hold on hard to the huckleberry bushes. In 
Gunn, G.B., ed. Literature and Religion. 
London:SCM,1971, pp. 87-101. 
Lochhead, M. The Renaissance of Wonder in Children's 
Literature. Edinburgh: Canongate, 1977. 
Lodge, D., ed. 20th Century Literary Criticism. London: 
Longman, 1972. 
Lukens, R.J. A Critical Handbook of Children's Literature. 
Oxford, Ohio: Scott, Foresman & Co., 1982. 
Lurie, A. Back to Pooh Corner. Children's Literature 
1973.2:11-17. 
MacDonald, G. The fantastic imagination. (Signal reprints, 
ed. Salway, L.) Signal 1975.16:26-32. 
MacDonald, G. A Scot's Christmas story. In The Christmas 
Stories of George MacDonald. Tring, Herts.: Lion 
Publishing, 1982. 
MacDonald, R.K. Recent Alcott criticism (Review article). 
Children's Literature 1981.9:210-213. 
Marshall, M.R. An Introduction to the World of Children's 
Books. Aldershot: Gower, 1982. 
Matthews, D. The psychological journey of Bilbo Baggins. In 
Lobdell, J., ed. A Tolkien Compass.New York: 
Ballantine, 1975, pp.29-43. 
May, J.P. Spirited females of the nineteenth century: 
liberated moods in Little Women. Children's 
Literature in Education 1980.11(1):10-20. 
McDowell, M.B. New didacticism: Stories for free children. 
Language Arts 1977.54(1):41-47,85. 
McElderry, M.K. Susan Cooper. Horn Book Magazine 
1976.52(4):367-372. 
McGrade, B.J. Participating in enchantment (Review 
article). Children's Literature 1977.6:234-238. 
257 
Meacham, M. Information Sources in Children's Literature. 
Westpoint, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1978. 
Meek, M., Warlow, A., Barton, G., eds.The Cool Web: The 
Pattern of Children's Reading. London: Bodley Head, 
1977. 
Meilaender, G. Theology in stories: c.s. Lewis and the 
narrative quality of experience. Word and World: 
Theology for Christian Ministry. 1981.1(3):222-229. 
Miller, J.H. Literature and religion. In Tennyson, G.B., 
Ericson, E.E., eds. Religion and Modern Literature: 
Essays in Theory~nd Criticism. Grand Rapids, 
Mich. :Eerdmans, 11975, pp. 31-45. 
Milne, A. A. The House at Pooh Corner, 1st publ. 1928. 
London: Methuen, 1965. 
Mobley, J. Toward a definition of fantasy fiction. In 
Bator, R.,ed. Signposts to Criticism of Children's 
Literature. Chicago: American Library Association, 
1983, pp. 249-260. 
Molson, F.J. Ethical fantasy for children. In: Schlobin, 
R.C., ed. The Aesthetics of Fantasy Literature and 
Art. Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 
1982, pp. 82-104. 
Montgomery, J.W. The Chronicles of Narnia and the 
adolescent reader. In Montgomery, J.W., ed. Myth, 
Allegory and Gospel: An Interpretation of J.R.R. 
Tolkien, C.S. Lewis, G.K. Chesterton, Charles 
Williams. Minneapolis, Minn. Bethany Fellowship, 1974, 
pp. 97-118. 
Montgomery, J.W. ed. Myth, Allegory and Gospel: An 
Interpretation of J.R.R. Tolkien, c.s. Lewis, G.K. 
Chesterton, Charles Williams. Minneapolis, Minn.: 
Bethany Fellowship, 1974. 
Morris, J.S. Fantasy in a mythless age. Children's 
Literature 1973.2:77-86. 
Nardo, A.K. Fantasy literature and play: an approach to 
reader response. Centennial Review 1978:201-213. 
Neagle, L.E. Fantasy: a reader's passport to reality. 
Christianity Today 1982.26:84-85. 
Neale, T. Candid Notices, Religious and Moral, Designed to 
Amuse the Mind and Amend the Heart. Rugeley: Leonard, 
1817. 
258 
Nitzsche, J.C. Tolkien's Art: A Mythology for England. 
London: Macmillan, 1980. 
O'Connor, F. Novelist and believer. In Tennyson, G.B., 
Ericson, E.E., eds. Religion and Modern Literature: 
Essays in Theory and Criticism. Grand Rapids, 
Mich.:Eerdmans, 1975, pp.68-75. 
Opie, I., Opie, P. The Classic Fairy Tales. London: 
Granada, 1980. 
Patterson, N.L. Angel and psychopomp in Madeleine L'Engle's 
"Wind'' Trilogy. Children's Literature in Education 
1983.14(4):195-203. 
Petrosky, A.R. Response: a way of knowing. In Cooper, 
C.R.,ed. Researching Response to Literature and the 
Teaching of Literature: Points of Departure. Norwood, 
N.J.: Ablex, 1985, pp. 70-83. 
Petrosky, A.R. The effects of reality perception and 
fantasy on response to literature: two case studies. 
Research in the Teaching of English 1976.10:239-258. 
Philip, N. Fantasy: double cream or instant whip? Signal 
1981.35:82-90. 
Philip, N. The Child and the Book (Review article). 
Children's Literature in Education 1981.12(3):160-167. 
Piaget, J. The Moral Judgement of the Child (trans. M 
Gabain), 1st ed. 1932. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1983. 
Poskanzer, S. C. Thoughts on c.s. Lewis and the Chronicles 
of Narnia. Language Arts 1976. 53(5):523-526. 
Protherough, R. How children judge stories. Children's 
Literature in Education 1983.14(1):3-13. 
Purves, A.C. That Sunny Dome: Those Caves of Ice. In 
Cooper, C.R., ed. Researching Response to Literature 
and the Teaching of Literature: Points of Departure. 
Norwood, N.J.: Ablex, 1985, pp. 54-69. 
Quinn, D.B. The Narnia books of c.s. Lewis: f~ntastic or 
wonderful? Children's Literature 1984.12:105-121. 
Rausen, R. An interview with Madeleine L'Engle. Children's 
Literature in Education 1975. 19:198-206. 
Ray, s. The Blyton Phenomenon. London: Deutsch, 1982. 
Richardson, c.c. The reality of fantasy. Language Arts 
1976.53(5):549-551,563. 
259 
Ricoeur, P. The symbol gives rise to thought. In Gunn, 
G.B., ed. Literature and Religion. London:SCM,1971, 
pp. 211-220. 
Rosenblatt, L.M. The transactional theory of the literary 
work: implications for research. In Cooper, C.R., ed. 
Researching Response to Literature and the Teaching of 
Literature: Points of Departure. Norwood, N.J.: Ablex, 
1985, pp. 33-53. 
Ross-Bryant, L. Imagination and the Life of the Spirit. 
Chico, Ca.: Scholars Press, 1981. 
Ruskin, J. Fairy stories. (Signal reprints, ed. Salway, L.) 
Signal 1972.10:81-86. 
Russell, D.H. Some research on the impact of reading. 
English Journal 1958. 47:398-413. 
Ryan, J.S. Tolkien: Cult or Culture? Armidale, New South 
Wales: University of New England, 1969. 
Sale, R. England's Parnassus: C.S. Lewis, Charles Williams 
and J.R.R. Tolkien. The Hudson Review 
1964.XVII(2):203-225. 
Sale, R. Fairy Tales and After •.• From Snow White to E.B. 
White. Cambridge, M~ss.: Harvard University Press, 
1978. 
Sammons, M.C. A Guide Through Narnia. London: Hodder & 
Stoughton, 1979. 
Samuels, L.A. Profile: Madeline L'Engle.(sic) Language Arts 
1981.58(6):704-712. 
Sarland, c. Piaget, Slyton and story: children's play and 
the reading process. Children's Literature in 
Education 1985.16(2):102-109. 
Scafella, F. Tolkien, the gospel, and the fairy story. 
Soundings 1981.64:310-325. 
Schaap, A.C. A.A. Milne, Author of Winnie-the-Pooh. Crux 
1976.10(4):3-14,26. 
Scharf, P. Moral development and literature for 
adolescents. Top of the News 1977.33(2):131-136. 
Shafer, R.E. The reading of literature. Journal of Reading. 
1964-1965.8:345-349. 
Shirley, F.L. The influence of reading on concepts, 
attitudes and behavior. Journal of Reading 
1969.12:369-372,407-413. 
260 
Smith, L.H. News from Narnia. In Egoff, s., Stubbs, G.T., 
Ashley, L.F., eds. Only Connect: Readings on ' 
Children's Literature. Toronto: Oxford University 
Press, 1969, pp. 170-175. 
Spraggs, G. A lawless world: the fantasy novels of Susan 
Cooper. The Use of English 1982.33(2):23-31. 
St John, P.M. Rainbow Garden, 1st publ. 1960. London: 
Scripture Union, 1983. 
St John, P.M. Star of Light, 1st publ. 1953. London: 
Scripture Union, 1984. 
Stibbs, A. Honour be blowed. English in Education 
1980.14(3):27-30. 
Stinton, J., ed. Racism & Sexism in Children's Books. 
London: Writers and Readers, 1979. 
Storey, B. Enid Slyton. London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1974. 
Storr, C. Fear and evil in children's books. Children's 
Literature in Education 1970.1:22-33. 
Storr, C. Why folk tales and fairy stories live forever. In 
Tucker, N., ed. Suitable for Children? Controversies 
in Children's Literature. Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1978. 
Summerfield, G. Fantasy and Reason: Children's Literature 
in the Eighteenth Century. London: Methuen, 1984. 
Sutherland, z. (Compiler) .The Arbuthncit Lectures 1970~1979. 
Chicago: American Library Association, 1980. 
Terry, J.S. To seek and to find: Quest literature for 
children. In White, M.L., ed. Children's Literature: 
Criticism and Response. Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1976, 
pp.138-143. 
Thompson, J. Response to reading: The process as described 
by one fourteen-year-old. English in Education 
1979.13(3):1-11. 
Timmerman, J.H. Fantasy literature's evocative power. The 
Christian Century 1978.95:533-537. 
Tolkien, J.R.R. On fairy stories. In Tree and Leaf. London: 
Unwin, 1975, pp.11-79. 
Tolkien, J.R.R. The Hobbit, 1st publ. 1937. London: Allen & 
Unwin, 1977. 
Townsend, J.R. Didacticism in modern dress. Horn Book 
Magazine 1967.43:159-164. 
261 
Travers, P.L. Only Connect. In Egoff, S., Stubbs, G.T., 
Ashley, L.F., eds. Only Connect: Readings on 
Children's Literature. Toronto: Oxford University 
Press, 1969, pp. 181-206. 
Tremper, E. Commitment and escape: the fairy tales of 
Thackeray, Dickens & Wilde. The Lion and the Unicorn 
1978.2(1):38-47. 
Tucker, N. The Blyton enigma. Children's Literature in 
Education 1975.19:191-197. 
Tucker, N. The Child and the Book: A Psychological and 
Literary Exploration. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1981. 
Von Franz, M.L. Interpretation of Fairy Tales: An 
Introduction to the Psychology of Fairy Tales. Zurich: 
Spring Publications,1973. 
Walker, J.M. The Lion, the Witch and the Wardrobe as rite 
of passage. Children's Literature in Education 
1985.16(3):177-188. 
White, M.L, ed. Children's Literature: Criticism and 
Response. Columbus, Ohio: Merrill, 1976. 
Whitehead, M. Once upon a time. English in Education 
1980.14(1):48-50. 
Wilde, 0. The selfish giant. In The Happy Prince and Other 
Stories, 1st publ. 1888.· Harmondsworth: Penguin 
(Puffin), 1982. 
Wintle, J~ Interview with Madeleine L'Engle. In Wintle, J., 
Fisher, E. The Pied Pipers: Interviews with the 
Influential Creators of Children's Literature. New 
York: Paddington, 1974 pp.249-262. 
Wintle, J., Fisher, E.The Pied Pipers: Interviews with the 
Influential Creators of Children's Literature. New 
York: Paddington, 1974. 
Wolter, H. Give the children something good to read. 
Christianity Today. 1980.24:26-28. 
Wright, D., Croxen, M. Moral Development: A Cognitive 
Approach (The Open University Social Psychology 
Series). Milton Keynes: The Open University Press, 
1976. 
Wright, P. Five Run Away Together - should we let them 
back? English in Education 1980.14(1):16-22. 
262 
Wroe, M. Christian fantasy literature. Christian Living 
Today 1985.Nov./Dec.:18-20. 
Yates, J. In defence of fantasy (Correspondence). The Use 
of English 1981.32(3):70-73. 
Yep, L. Fantasy and reality. Horn Book Magazine 
1978.54:137-143. 
Zahorski, K.J., Boyer, R.H. The secondary worlds of high 
fantasy. In Schlobin, R.C., ed. The Aesthetics of 
Fantasy Literature and Art. Notre Dame, Ind.: 
University of Notre Dame Press, 1982, pp. 56-81. 
Zanger, J. Heroic fantasy and social reality. In Schlobin, 
R.C., ed. The Aesthetics of Fantasy Literature and 
Art. Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 
1982, pp. 226-236. 
' 
Zimet, S.G. Print and Prejudice. London: Hodder & 
Stoughton, 1980. 
Ziolkowski, T. Religion and literature in a secular age : 
The critic's dilemma. Journal of Religion 1979.59:18-
34. 
Zipes, J. Breaking the Magic Spell: Radical Theories of 
Folk and Fairy Tales. London: Heinemann, 1979. 
9 JAN 1987 
